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Abstract 
This study is a review of CSR reporting practices in the air transport industry at a 
global scale and a two dimensional assessment regarding a) airports’ and airlines’ 
most material aspects of operations and b) airports’ accountability level. All data 
required were acquired from GRI’s database and Organizations’ websites. The 
selection criteria were in order of importance a) timeliness, b) representation of 
major aviation markets and c) reporting consistency. 
 
In order to secure the objectivity and validity of the study CSR reports that did not 
include a Materiality Analysis/Assessment were excluded from the initial sample (i.e. 
51 Organizations). Hence, 29 Organizations - 10 airports and 19 airlines – did satisfy 
the sampling criteria established and did proceed to the evaluation process. With 
regard to the assessment of the most material aspects of airports’ and airlines’ 
operations the process was divided into two stages. The first concerned all 29 
Organizations that identified their material issues and the second 16 Organizations -
7 airports and 9 airlines – that identified and prioritized their material issues. 
Findings are quite similar for both sub-sectors highlighting their high interaction, but, 
also, underlining their different management perspectives due to their unique 
operational nature. Corporate responsibility in terms of customer health and safety 
and service quality are in the centre of their operations. Finally, a bencmarking 
regarding airports’ accountability level at disclosing corporate information on their 
material aspects of operations takes place. 
 
Conclusions derived from discussion on results responding to aims and objectives of 
the study are presented. In addition, inferences regarding the current status of CSR 
reporting in the air transport industry highlighting possible strengths and 
weaknesses are extracted, too. With response to possible deficiencies suggestions 
for further improvements or future research are made. 
 
Keywords: CSR/Sustainability reporting, materiality, accountability, airport/airline industry, 
policy-making 
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1. Introduction 
This chapter explains the purpose and sets the aims and objectives of this study. In 
addition, it makes a reference to all interested parties that will possibly benefit from 
the gained knowledge. At the end it presents in brief the outline of this project. 
 
For a long time after the industrialization and modernization of human societies 
businesses throughout the world had in the center of their operations their financial 
viability and legal compliance. Their attitude often led to negative externalities in 
terms of unconditional environmental degradation and use of public goods, since up 
until the 1960’s and the coming of the well-known “environmental movement” no 
accountability and compensation measures were taken by any state. Nowadays, 
although Organizations around the globe are not legally obliged to internalize these 
undesirable externalities, but only comply with the corresponding national 
regulatory framework, more and more companies are voluntarily climbing Caroll’s 
pyramid of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR), going beyond the first two steps of 
economic performance and legal compliance, and integrate ethical and philanthropic 
concerns into their business operations (Caroll, 1991). The means of communicating 
with stakeholders and disclosing corporate information regarding their 
environmental and social initiatives is annual, biannual or rarely triennial reports 
called usually CSR or Sustainability reports.  
1.1 Purpose, Aims and Objectives of Study 
The present work is a case study presenting and describing the CSR (Corporate Social 
Responsibility) reporting practices in the air transport industry which produces highly 
environmental and social undesirable externalities at a global scale. The air transport 
industry is according to ATAG (Air Transport Action Group) «the global network of 
commercial aircraft operators, airports, air navigation service providers and the 
manufacturers of aircraft and their components». The current study is a two-
dimensional benchmarking assessing the various CSR policies and reporting practices 
among airport operators and airline companies in terms of a) identifying their most 
material operational issues and b) disclosing respective corporate information to all 
stakeholders. 
Karagiannis, I.                                                                                                                       Introduction                                                                                       
2 
 
Looking into the air transport industry it is widely accepted that air transport has 
been a great propelling power for the global economy over the last decades as it is 
one of the most crucial factors to tourism and international trade development. It is 
estimated that air travelers spent approximately $650 billion in the 2016 fiscal year 
and the value of international trade shipped by air was $5.5 trillion in the same 
period. The wide range of benefits for the global economy is also reflected to the 
overall additional value the air transport industry generates around the world as 
airline activity raises numerous jobs in the air transport sector and its supply chain, 
and those jobs, consequently, interact drastically with other sectors of economy. For 
the fiscal year 2016 it is estimated that 67,7 million supply-chain jobs have been 
supported reflecting to a $3.0 trillion value-added as an outcome (IATA Annual 
Review, 2017). Hence, as it can be inferred the air transport industry is among the 
most powerful industries in the world, contributing 3.5% to the world GDP (Gross 
Domestic Product), taking 2014 as reference year (ATAG, 2016), and having a great 
economic and social impact around the globe.  
As every human industrialized activity air transport demands natural capital and 
interacts significantly with the biosphere, being responsible of specific “additions” 
(i.e. emissions of pollutants cumulating into the ecosystem) and “withdrawals” (i.e. 
extraction of raw materials). In last decades it has significantly contributed to 
environmental degradation in terms of noise pollution, air pollution, biodiversity 
degradation and climate change potential (Whitelegg, 2000). Indicatively, according 
to the latest estimations commercial aviation is responsible for 2 to 3% of 
anthropogenic CO2 emissions globally (IPCC 4th Assessment Report, 2007; ICAO 
Environmental Report, 2016) and 13% of global transport CO2 emissions (ICAO 
Environmental Report, 2016). In addition, commercial airline activity contributes less 
than 3% of the total anthropogenic emissions for NOx and even less (<1%) for all the 
other primary air pollutants such as CO, NMVOC, PM10 and SO2 (ICAO Environmental 
Report, 2016). Therefore, taking into consideration that the Climate Change threat 
and the natural resources depletion (i.e. fossil fuel and water over-exploitation, rare 
earths scarcity) are two of the most significant issues in the field of International 
Environmental Policy and that the CAGR (Combounded Annual Growth Rate) for the 
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global demand for air transport is 4.9% for the period 2015-2040, reflecting to a 
global 4.9% passenger traffic growth per year (ACI Annual Report 2016; ICAO 
Environmental Report 2016), the development of a sustainability portfolio focusing 
on the sustainable development of air transport industry in terms of financial 
viability, environmental and social performance is, nowadays, maybe not only a 
necessity, but rather more an opportunity. The integration of a socially responsible 
corporate culture into its business operations emphasizing on managing and 
minimizing its total negative impact seems to be the path to success.  
 
Figure 1. Total Green House Gas emissions (CO2 equivalent in million tons) 
 
 
Figure 2. Electricity production from coal sources (% of total) 
Total Global GHG’s emissions (CO2 equivalent in million tons) 
Source: World Bank 
Electricity production from coal sources (% of total) 
Source: World Bank 
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Figure 3. The Estimated Effects of Water Scarcity on GDP in year 2050 under two policy regimes 
1.2 Possible Use of Gained Knowledge 
In this framework, the understanding of the modern challenging environment and 
the shift into a more sustainable and socially responsible profile is becoming a 
promising approach, as more and more airport operators and airline companies 
incorporate environmental and social concerns within their business model as a 
proactive financial decision, emphasizing in many cases more on their environmental 
or social implications than on their financial performance (Lee & Park 2010; Coles et 
al., 2013). The aforementioned argument is practically indicated in several CSR 
reports where the corresponding Governing Boards state their commitment to 
Sustainable Development by establishing relative goals and action plans. Following 
The Estimated Effects of Water Scarcity on GDP in Year 
2050 under Two Policy Regimes 
Source: World Bank calculations.  
Note: The top map shows the estimated change in 2050 GDP due to water scarcity, under a business-as-
usual policy regime. The bottom map shows the same estimate, under a policy regime that incentivizes more 
efficient allocation and use of water. 
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this trend, this research studies how the integration of such socially responsible 
policies and practices can benefit air transport industry to facilitate sustainable 
corporate strategies and enhance its business operations by focusing on the 
identification of the most material issues airport operators and airline companies 
from all over the world face on a daily basis. In brief, it is a study driven by a) 
personal interest and b) the lack of available literature addressing the issues of 
materiality and accountability in the air transport industry, aspiring to be an inclusive 
theoretical and technocratic insight for the academia and the brand managers and 
policy makers taking action in this industry. 
1.3 Outline of the Study 
The present study starts off with an introductory chapter introducing readers to the 
purpose, aims and objectives of this project and notes its possible contribution to all 
interested parties, such as public, academia and air transport market. Having as a 
priority the completeness of the benchmarking the next chapter reviews the relative 
existing literature concerning CSR as a concept, in general, and presents the current 
trends and tendencies regarding CSR reporting in the air transport industry in 
particular. Consequently, the reference to the relative sources of information, the 
collection of the necessary data and their processing (i.e. registration, classification, 
grouping/homogenization) take place. For the validity of this project the sources of 
information are a) research papers and reports published in scientific magazines, 
constituting the core of the theoretical framework of the project, b) GRI’s (Global 
Reporting Initiative) database and its reporting principles and c) internationally well 
renowned Organizations taking action in the aviation industry in general. All sources 
of information are cited throughout the main body of the study and in the reference 
list at the end of the project.  
In the continuation, for the benchmarking to go beyond the registration and 
presentation of the various CSR reporting practices an evaluation methodology is 
developed focusing on the material aspects and issues concerning airports’ and 
airlines’ operations. The focus of attention is on the recognition of the most material 
aspects in terms of population (i.e. how many material issues are being identified 
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and classified into a specific material aspect) and relative frequency (i.e. the 
frequency a specific material aspect is being identified and taken into consideration) 
among airports’ and airlines’ CSR reports, highlighting the differences and similarities 
not only between the two different sub-sectors, but also in between the same sub-
sector. The level of disclosing information in terms of transparency and 
accountability regarding these top material aspects for airports that satisfy the 
sampling criteria is also evaluated according to the GRI’s most recently updated 
reporting principles and guidelines. All relative definitions and interpretations are 
given in the second and third chapter “Literature Review” and “Research 
Methodology”, respectively. Thereafter, the findings of the research are presented 
and interpreted. At the end, a concluding chapter summarizes and highlights the 
major results and suggests the need for further future research. 
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2. Literature Review 
This chapter is a review of the available literature regarding CSR as a concept. At first 
it introduces readers to CSR by describing its ontology and main definitional 
complications. In the continuation it presents CSR’s development up to its current 
status quo. Finally, it ends up with differentiating CSR and Sustainability as concepts 
and makes a brief appraisal of CSR reporting in the airport and airline industry. 
2.1 Introduction to the CSR concept 
CSR is considered to be, today, a rather vague central umbrella concept that entails 
and describes different ideas and theories with different academic origins (i.e. 
Business Management and Accounting, Social Sciences, Economics/Econometrics 
and Finance, Arts and Humanities, Environmental Science, Engineering,). Therefore, 
defining CSR is by construction both complex and complicated. Its complexity is 
owed to the inherent ambiguity of the issues that CSR covers as a concept, since 
economy, society and ecology are three highly dynamic, complex and interactive 
systems (Sheehy, 2014).  
 
In brief, there are four complications in defining CSR, each of which corresponds to 
different perspectives. The first comes from the business perspective and the wide 
range business executives perceive as “socially responsible behavior”. The second 
derives from the multidisciplinary nature of CSR and the various definitional 
approaches of academia. The third and forth complications have a clear political 
texture. More in particular, the third complication is the ideological battle between 
different political philosophies that underlie the said deliberation and debate, while 
the fourth is the possible confusion caused by governments’ struggle to promote CSR 
policies in order to address indirectly social and environmental issues serving 
contradictory interests, rather than implementing directly public regulations and 
reforms avoiding, thus, the inevitable political cost (Sheehy, 2014). Considering that 
in the last few years there has been a growing interest in CSR engagement both by 
private and public sectors and that the aforesaid complications in defining CSR are 
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still current the need for the establishment of an unambiguous CSR definition is 
evident. 
2.2 Flashback to CSR development 
Businesses’ interest and concern for social welfare can possibly be found for 
centuries. Formal writings, however, expanded in the 20th century, especially during 
the second half and mainly in USA. The first traces are detected back in the 1930’s 
and 1940’s. Notable references from that period are Chester Barnard’s (1938) The 
Functions of the Executive, J. M. Clark’s (1939) Social Control of Business and 
Theodore Kreps’ (1940) Measurement of the Social Performance of Business (Carroll, 
1999). It is noteworthy that in 1946 the Fortune magazine investigated business 
community’s social concerns by polling business executives of that time asking them 
about their social responsibilities (Fortune, 1946, cited in Bowen, 1953, p. 44). 
 
The dawn of the second half of the century signaled the so-called “modern era” with 
regard to CSR definitions. Howard Bowen and his book Social Responsibilities of the 
Businessman (1953) set the foundations of modern CSR definitions. In the 1960’s the 
literature dealing with CSR developed considerably. Academics played a vital role in 
defining and disseminating the concept of CSR. The most prominent definitions were 
given by Davis (1960 and 1967) Can business afford to ignore social responsibilities? 
and Understanding the social responsibility puzzle: “What does the businessman owe 
to society?” respectively, Frederick (1960) The growing concern over business 
responsibility, McGuire and Walton (1963) Business and society. During the 1970’s 
definitions of CSR really began to proliferate. The definitional construct became 
more specific primarily due to the works of Johnson (1971) Business in contemporary 
society: Framework and issues, the Center on Environment and Development (CED), 
Steiner (1971) Business and society, Davis (1973) The case for and against business 
assumption of social responsibilities, Eells and Walton (1974) Conceptual foundations 
of business (3rd ed.), Sethi (1975) Dimensions of corporate social performance: An 
analytic framework, Preston and Post (1975) Private management and public policy: 
The principle of public responsibility and Carroll (1977 and 1979) Managing corporate 
social responsibility and A three-dimensional conceptual model of corporate social 
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performance, respectively. In addition, during this decade the alternative terms of 
Corporate Social Responsiveness and Corporate Social Performance (CSP) were, also, 
developed. In contrast with the 1970’s, in the 1980’s only a few original definitions 
of CSR were noticed, since the focus of attention was on measuring and conducting 
research on CSR applications. The names that stood out trying to interpret what CSR 
entails and give the respective definition were Drucker (1984) The new meaning of 
corporate social responsibility, Wartick and Cochran (1985) The evolution of the 
corporate social performance model, and Epstein (1987) The corporate social policy 
process: Beyond business ethics, corporate social responsibility, and corporate social 
responsiveness. Reaching the end of the 20th century, in the 1990’s some alternative 
themes and theories such as stakeholder theory, business ethics theory, CSP and 
corporate citizenship were incorporated into CSR conceptual content making it, thus, 
more inclusive and operational. No other definitions were developed during that 
period (Carroll, 1999; Garriga & Mele´, 2004).  
 
Right before the dawn of the new millennium Carroll (1999, pp.292) stated his 
estimation that in the upcoming years empirical research on CSR’s identity, utility 
and functionality, including measurement initiatives and theoretical improvements, 
was, undoubtedly, going to take place. Moreover, he expressed his belief that the 
CSR concept would remain an integral part of business language and practice and 
new or revised CSR definitions would hardly develop apart and distinct from the 
foundations that had already been established over the second half of the 20th 
century. He had the belief that CSR would have a bright future, since as a concept «it 
addresses and captures the most important concerns of the public regarding 
business and society relationships». 
 
Nowadays, looking back at Carroll’s argument it can be stated that his projection into 
the future proved to be pretty insightful. Numerous publications trying to track CSR’s 
development and ontology (Garriga & Mel  , 2004; Trebeck, 2008; Matten & Moon, 
2008; Baron et al., 2011; Jo & Harjoto, 2011; Moura-Leite & Padgett, 2011; Tuan, 
2012; Sheehy, 2014; Kadlubek, 2015; Kim et al., 2016; Gürlek et al., 2017;) and 
correlate socially responsible business practices with Corporate Financial 
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Performance (CFP) (Kurucz et al. 2008; Callan & Thomas, 2008; Inoue & Lee, 2010; 
Kapoor & Sandhu, 2010; Baron et al., 2011; Melo & Galan, 2011; Varenova et al., 
2013; Škare & Golja, 2014; Wang & Chen, 2015; Lee & Park, 2016; Theodoulidis et 
al., 2017; Miroshnychenko, 2017; López-Arceiz et al., 2017; Hategan et al., 2017; 
Carlo et al. 2017) have been added to the literature body up to date. Today, there 
are available approximately over 14,000 pieces of work, mainly including articles, 
reviews or editorials published in journals/Press and books or book chapters. New 
realms, fields and commercial applications have emerged. The main academic fields 
that have conducted research on CSR and the respective subject areas in which 
every interested party could seek for information are depicted in Graph 1 (Scopus 
Database).  
 
Graph 1. Classification of available literature on CSR based on different subject areas (Source: Scopus 
Database) 
2.3 Defining CSR and Sustainability 
The concepts of “CSR” and “Sustainability” are two vague concepts that are often 
used interchangeably. Their inherent multi-disciplinary ontology complicates their 
definitional process. Nowadays, there are various approaches about how “CSR” and 
“Sustainability” should be defined.  
 
Starting with “CSR”, it could be said that there are two main conceptual streams 
describing it. The first correlates CSR with more an ethical and philanthropic 
38% 
25% 
17% 
8% 
7% 5% 
Subject Areas including CSR information 
Business Management and 
Accounting 
Social Sciences 
Economics/Econometrics and 
Finance 
Arts and Humanities 
Environmental Science 
Engineering 
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approach in alignment with its early definitions, e.g. «a company's social 
responsibilities have to reflect the expectations and values of society» (Loew et al., 
2004, pp.2). On the same wavelength the World Business Council on Sustainable 
Development (WBCSD) defines CSR as «business' continuing commitment to act 
ethically and contribute to economic development while improving the quality of life 
for their workforce and their families, as well as of the local community and society 
at large» (WBCSD, 1998). On the other hand, the second stream is a more 
managerial approach presenting CSR as a management system or tool. The majority 
of available definitions describe CSR as a concept whereby companies integrate via 
different initiatives and mechanisms social and environmental concerns into their 
business core strategy. In this framework, the European Commission defines CSR as 
«a concept whereby companies integrate social and environmental concerns in their 
business operations and in their interaction with their stakeholders on a voluntary 
basis» (EU Commission, 2001. Green Paper on CSR, pp.5). Therefore, today, CSR is 
considered not only a philanthropic or business/profit-oriented concept, but rather a 
more holistic and inclusive ontology that promotes sustainable practices and actions.  
 
”Sustainability” is, also, an ambiguous for the public concept. It could be said that as 
a concept sustainability is less defined than CSR (Kassel, 2012). The first person to 
ever state formally his concerns and thoughts about natural environment 
preservation and conservation was Hans Carl von Carlowitz (1645-1714), a German 
tax accountant and mining administrator in the Royal Mining Office in the Kingdom 
of Saxony, dealing with the challenge of a predicted shortage of timber, which was 
the key resource of the time. Carlowitz dealt with the question of how to achieve a 
conservation and cultivation of timber, that there would be a continuous, steady and 
sustained use. In his book (1713) “Sylvicultura oeconomica, oder haußwirthliche 
Nachricht und Naturmäßige Anweisung zur wilden Baum-Zucht”, he suggested under 
the fear of timber depletion a guide to sustainable forest management by stating the 
general principle that harvesting of timber should be moderate and based on a 
sustainable planning giving nature the time to reproduce the exploited natural 
capital. In fact, he was the first one to clearly formulate the concept of sustainability 
in forestry setting the foundations for the upcoming “sustainability” discourse 
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(Gottschlich & Friedrich, 2014). After almost three centuries in 1987 the well-known 
Brundtland Report – a report of the World Commission on Environment and 
Development with the title “Our Common Future” – established the conceptual 
framework of “sustainable development”. According to Brundtland Report (1987) 
“sustainable development” is «development that meets the needs of the present 
without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs». 
The latter definition entails the concept of justice in temporal and global perspective 
in terms of both intragenerational and intergenerational justice. Intragenerational 
justice is conceptually related to the «essential and vital needs of the world’s poor, to 
which overriding priority should be given». Intergenerational justice is related to the 
«limitations imposed by the state of technology and social organization on the 
environment’s ability to meet present and future needs» (Brundtland Report, 1987, 
pp.41). It is derived, hence, that sustainability is a three-dimensional conceptual 
ontology, whose three conceptual pillars are economic prosperity, environmental 
protection and social justice at an intragenerational and intergenerational level.  
 
Overall, the concern about future generations is, maybe, the most significant 
difference between the two concepts, since CSR focuses on satisfying the 
expectations of the present society. It is, probably, apparent that both concepts lead 
to the fulfillment of the “Sustainable Development” vision as it has been described 
and established during all UN Conventions.  
 
In conclusion, as it is evident from the latter discussion both the terms of “CSR” and 
“sustainability” have a lot of similarities regarding their conceptual content. An 
alternative and insightful definitional approach correlates the two terms with a 
causal relationship according to which «Sustainable development is the goal, 
sustainability is the strategic CSR that leads to this goal» (Papafloratos, 2017). Going 
deep into their origins it could be said that CSR’s origins are more socially-oriented, 
whereas sustainability’s origins are more environmentally-oriented. Despite their 
slightly different origins both terms are nowadays, often, overlap each other and are 
used interchangeably both by academia and public. Therefore, due to the high 
overlapping between the two concepts, for the needs of this thesis both “CSR” and 
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“Sustainability” terms are used interchangeably when referring to CSR or 
Sustainability reporting. 
2.4 CSR or Sustainability reporting development 
2.4.1 Flashback to CSR or Sustainability reporting origins 
Companies’ reporting practices on disclosing corporate information date from the 
1930’s, when they used to report on their financial performance. In the continuation, 
during the 1970’s the disclosure of information concerning businesses’ social aspects 
was introduced as a reporting process and societal sections were incorporated into 
businesses’ reports. During the time period between the 1980’s till the middle of the 
1990’s the focus of attention regarding corporate reporting was on integrating the 
environmental dimension into companies’ reports. In 1997 Elkington introduced the 
well-known “triple bottom line” concept for corporate reporting, which is a three-
dimensional concept entailing reporting on financial, environmental and social 
corporate performance. “Sustainability reporting” as a term was developed in the 
middle of the 1990’s and has been widely and frequently used instead of the term 
“CSR reporting” since the 2000’s (White, 2003; Christofi et al., 2012). It has now 
become an integral part of corporate strategy and governance for many 
Organizations as it enables them to communicate with stakeholders, enhancing, 
thus, their reliability and corporate image, motivate the workforce, address 
environmental issues, establish sustainability goals and, overall, assess and manage 
internal policies and practices (Goebel & Derks-Wood, 2010). 
 
Today, there are modern definitional approaches regarding sustainability reporting. 
By time sequence GRI (2001) launched the first version of its guidelines, representing 
the first global framework for comprehensive sustainability reporting as a means of 
publishing economic, environmental and social impacts caused by Organization’s 
everyday activity, presenting Organization’s values and governance model and 
demonstrating corporate strategy with its commitment to Sustainable Development. 
World Business Council for Sustainable Development (WBCSD) defined in 2002 
sustainability reports as reports published by companies to provide internal and 
external stakeholders with a picture of corporate position and activities on 
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economic, environmental and social dimensions. In short, such reports according to 
WBCSD attempt to describe the company's contribution towards sustainable 
development. ISO in turn issued in 2010 ISO 26000 where stated that sustainability 
reports are reports that should present Organizations’ goals, operational 
performance, products and services in the conceptual context of Sustainable 
Development. 
 
2.4.2 The structural status-quo of CSR or Sustainability Reporting  
The expansion of the sustainability discourse raised public’s awareness about 
sustainability issues and increased stakeholders’ pressure for CSR initiatives taken by 
Organizations around the globe. As a result, recently there have been developed 
different types of standards and guidelines for reporting on CSR information. The 
most prominent disclosure standards and guidelines are those of the United Nations 
Global Compact Communication on Progress (UNGC), Global Reporting Initiative 
(GRI) and ISO 26000.   
 
Among these three widespread reporting frameworks GRI is the one that has 
become the most frequently used framework in the world since its foundation 
(CBSR, 2009). It is an international multi-stakeholder non-profit organization 
founded in 1997 by the Coalition for Environmentally Responsible Economies 
(CERES) and the United Nations Environmental Programme (UNEP). The GRI 
guidelines were initially published in 2000 with the intention to promote applicable 
and comparable sustainability reports for all sectors of economy and all corporates 
(Willis, 2003; GRI, 2006; Sherman & DiGuilio, 2010). Today, 74% of the 250 largest 
companies in the world use GRI’s sustainability reporting framework and over 11,830 
Organizations worldwide have issued sustainability reports in compliance with GRI’s 
guidelines (GRI’s website). What is more, GRI has published separate supplementary 
disclosure guidelines focused on various sectors of economy, among which airport 
operators. Therefore, GRI’s sustainability reporting guidelines are admittedly 
considered, today, the most detailed, comprehensive and prescriptive reporting 
guidelines at a global scale. For the aforementioned reasons, the GRI Standards is 
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the sustainability reporting framework used in this thesis’ methodology developed 
to assess the most material operational issues for airports and airlines at a first level 
and the accountability of airports at a second. 
2.4.3 Drivers for CSR or Sustainability Reporting 
Nowadays, there are studies highlighting the driving forces for reporting on CSR 
information (Fort, 2014; Bonson & Bednarova, 2015; Yu & Choi, 2016).  Variety in 
CSR reporting practices among different economic sectors and market regimes, 
inclusiveness and depth of disclosing corporate information have been, also, 
objectives of research.  
 
For instance, Tewari & Dave (2012) used the Sustainability Reports of the top 100 
Indian companies operating in the Information Technology (IT) sector in order to 
assess their corporate performance, concluding that the number of companies 
publishing Sustainability Reports was still small, but the reports’ quality was in their 
majority in alignment with global standards and mostly with GRI’s. Skouloudis et al. 
(2012) based on the GRI standards assessed the Sustainability Reports of some of the 
biggest and most commercial airports in the world in terms of comprehensiveness, 
quality and accountability highlighting potential deficiencies in CSR reporting in the 
airport industry. Young & Marais (2012) investigated how CSR reporting is influenced 
in France and Australia by different market regimes (i.e state-led and liberal market 
economies) and among low-risk and high-risk industries. Companies’ intention to 
utilize CSR reports as communication tools or channels between the Governing 
Board and all interested parties has, also, been studied (Dando & Swift, 2003; 
Arvidsson, 2010; Du et al., 2010; Albu & Wehmeier, 2013; Chen & Gavious, 2015;). 
Relevant research studies are provided in Table 1. 
 
Table 1. Research streams on CSR reporting (Source: Kuo et al., 2016) 
Research question References 
What are the factors motivating 
companies to report their CSR efforts? 
O'Rourke (2004); Young & Marais (2012) 
What content is being reported? Tewari & Dave (2012); Skouloudis & 
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Evangelinos (2009); Skouloudis & 
Evangelinos (2012) 
How is the content being reported or 
communicated? 
Esrock and Leichty (2000); Perks et al. 
(2013) 
How does the reporting influence the 
company's image and performance? 
Henderson (2005); Jensen (2001); de 
Grosbois (2012) 
What are the factors that influence the 
extent of reporting? 
Bonson & Bednarova (2015); Costa et al. 
(2015) 
What is the gap between CSR claims 
and actual practices, benchmarking 
the practices of companies operating in 
the European leisure market? 
Font et al. (2012); Ailawadi et al. (2014) 
 
2.4.4 Previous research on motivations and barriers for reporting CSR information 
Companies consider CSR as a valuable tool to establish a strong communication 
channel with stakeholders (i.e. governments, investors, creditors, NGO’s, customers, 
suppliers, employees, etc) and enhance their corporate image and legitimacy (Neu et 
al., 1998; Hughey & Sulkowski, 2012). 
 
Academia’s interest has turned, recently, to investigate which are the driving factors 
that encourage companies to engage in CSR reporting. Research concluded that 
there are various incentives for firms to publish CSR reports (Kolk, 2004; Deegan & 
Samkin, 2006; Morsing, 2006; Idowu & Papasolomou, 2007; Lynes & Andrachuk, 
2008; Reynolds & Yuthas, 2008; Archel et al., 2009; Reverte, 2009; Hopwood et al., 
2010; M  kel   & N  si, 2010; Ehmer, 2011; Belal & Cooper, 2011; Dobbs & van 
Staden, 2012; Ramdhony & Oogarah-Hanuman, 2012; Bonson & Bednarova, 2015). 
These incentives, which may vary depending on the case, can be summarized as (Kuo 
et al., 2016): 
 Market and financial strategies 
 Stakeholder pressure 
 Image enhancement 
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 Regulation compliance 
 Good corporate citizenship 
 
Alternatively, but still following the wavelength of the aforementioned studies, 
KPMG states in its publication “Drivers for Corporate Responsibility Reporting” that 
companies’ motivations for engaging in CSR reporting may be considered as 
economic or ethical. The economic incentives are a) reputation and brand 
management, b) increased access to capital and stakeholder value, c) risk 
management and d) improved relationship with governments, whereas transparent 
and accountable communications belongs to ethical motivations (KPMG, 2013). 
Similarly, in the same context O’Rourke (2004) suggested that primary drivers of CSR 
reporting should have as a compass the public’s “right to know” about corporate 
activities and practices, including stakeholders interests and concerns, corporate 
interests in CSR reporting and governmental intention to utilize disclosure of 
information as a regulatory strategy (O'Rourke, 2004). 
 
However, on the other hand several publications have appeared in recent years 
highlighting potential barriers to reporting on corporate information. CSR reporting 
is, undoubtedly, a challenging field in terms of deciding the form and structure of 
reporting, determining the level of disclosing corporate information, indentifying the 
material issues and the related targeted audiences and interested parties and 
determining the purposes of disclosure (O’Rourke, 2004). Therefore, designing 
suitable information systems/reports that are accessible, understandable, rigorous 
and inclusive is a challenge for every CSR reporter. Indicatively, Hossain et al. (2010) 
conducted a relative research trying to identify potential barriers to Corporate Social 
and Environmental Responsibility (CSER) reporting in Bangladesh. The research team 
concluded that government’s inactiveness to take responsibility, lack of regulatory 
framework, socioeconomic problems and tendency toward non-compliance with 
legislation were the main barriers. In addition, Kolk (2004) presented various reasons 
to discourage a company from publishing CSR reports, including: 
 Doubts regarding potential advantages of CSR reporting 
 High costs 
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 Competitors’ inactiveness in engaging in CSR reporting 
 Customers’ unawareness regarding CSR as a concept and concerns that 
customers’ buying behavior will not be affected by CSR reports 
 Good already existing corporate reputation due to company’s good 
environmental performance 
 Already existing other means of communicating environmental and social 
corporate performance 
 Difficulties in collecting the necessary data and selecting the appropriate 
performance indicators 
 Concerns about putting company’s legitimacy into risk or  
 Concerns for possible financial and legal implications if the company needs to 
comply with regulations or/and meet stakeholders’ expectations. 
 
Overall, motivations and barriers encouraging and discouraging Organizations for 
reporting or not reporting CSR information respectively are presented analytically in 
Table 2.  
 
Table 2. Motivations and barriers of CSR reporting (Source: Kuo et al., 2016) 
Motivations (Kolk, 2004; Morsing & Schultz, 2006; Reynolds & Yuthas, 2008; Ehmer, 
2011; Dobbs & van Staden, 2012; Ramdhony & Oogarah-Hanuman, 2012; Young & 
Marais, 2012; Bonson & Bednarova, 2015)  
(M1) Adjust management systems and processes. 
(M2) Increase awareness of CSR among employees. 
(M3) Attract capital. 
(M4) Open and maintain customer/supplier base. 
(M5) Attract and retain talented employees. 
(M6) Broaden context for the company management culture. 
(M7) Improve corporate image (reputation and brand value). 
(M8) Ensure transparency with government. 
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(M9) Deal with non-supportive organizations and community. 
(M10) Communicate effectively with stakeholders. 
Barriers (Kolk, 2004; O'Rourke, 2004; Hossain et al., 2010) 
(B1) Lack of CSR strategy 
(B2) Need to seek budget 
(B3) Ability to hire experts in this area 
(B4) Cost and benefit analysis 
(B5) Communication with related departments 
(B6) Justification of the value of report 
(B7) Confirmation of plan for publishing 
(B8) Definition of the scope of report 
(B9) Measurement and selection of information 
(B10) Dealing with adverse or sensitive information 
(B11) Collecting credible data 
(B12) Time consuming 
(B13) Fulfillment of resource 
 
2.5 CSR reporting in the airport industry 
Since the dawn of the 2000’s the airport industry is increasingly striving to establish a 
more environmentally friendly corporate profile and secure a safe and inspiring 
working environment for employees. The decisive factors that contributed to this 
shift in airports operators’ corporate strategy were the significant environmental and 
soci-economic impacts caused by airports’ operations and the incrementally grown 
pressure from various internal and external stakeholders (Jordao, 2009).  
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Therefore, it is of strategic and managerial importance for airports to prioritize and 
categorize CSR strategies to ensure their secure transition to Sustainable 
Development’s path (Chang & Yeh, 2016). Many airports tend to share detailed 
information about these CSR initiatives via their Sustainability reports. 
 
Issuing and publishing CSR reports is a direct means for airports to enhance 
stakeholder engagement and communicate their CSR policies and activities. As 
Skouloudis et al. (2012) stated CSR reporting might have recently been adopted by 
best-practice airports worldwide (GRI, 2013), but still it is not a commonly 
widespread practice among international airports. The latter argument is confirmed, 
also, by the findings of the present study provided in chapter 4.   
 
By benchmarking already published CSR reports it can be inferred that there is a 
diversity regarding CSR policies and reporting approaches among airports, reflecting 
the different strategic goals and operational settings between competitors (Chang & 
Yeh, 2016), which often confuses stakeholders and makes it difficult for them to get 
the information needed through the CSR reports.  
 
The literature regarding CSR initiatives and CSR reporting in the airport industry is, 
undoubtedly, still scant with regard to the industry’s size and comparing to the 
literature body developed to describe the respective status-quo in the airline 
industry. By time sequence, GRI (2007) was the first Organization to conduct a 
research with the title “A snapshot of sustainability reporting in the airports sector” 
trying to trace CSR reporting tracks in the airport industry and evaluate its 
evolutionary path at a first level and assess the comprehensiveness of the published 
in 2007 reports at a second. The results indicated that Sustainability reporting traces 
date back to the 1990’s, when 7 airports integrated a small amount of sustainability 
information into their annual reports. Regarding its second research objective GRI 
sampled 17 airports having published sustainability reports in 2007 assessing the 
reporting framework and the frequency of GRI indicator usage for sustainability 
reports that were in alignment with the GRI guidelines. Later on, Jordao (2009) 
investigated the inclusiveness of Sustainability reports of the world’s best 10 airports 
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listed by Skytrax based on the GRI guidelines, highlighting that “best airports” in the 
world may vary significantly according to the perspective analyzed (e.g. an airport 
that might have an excellent performance with regard to passenger expectations 
might not perform in a satisfactory way when analyzed upon other perspectives such 
as employee satisfaction and engagement, human rights, procurement practices, 
environmental management, etc) and that the creation of a sustainability 
performance ranking system might boost more airports to disclose their 
sustainability performance in their reports. In the continuation, Skouloudis et al. 
(2012) conducted a benchmarking assessing 13 of the busiest airports worldwide in 
terms of accountability and stakeholder engagement based on airports’ CSR reports 
and the GRI guidelines. They concluded that CSR reporting is not a common practice 
among international airports, and when it is done, there is a significant variability in 
the disclosure practices. Moreover, Koç and Durmaz (2015) following the traces of 
Jordao’s former study conducted a benchmarking comparing the sustainability 
performance of the world’s best 10 airports based on their sustainability reports and 
the GRI guidelines, an aviation passenger research company named Skytrax and the 
Airport Service Quality (ASQ) developed by Airports Council International (ACI).   
 
2.6 CSR reporting in the airline industry 
The airline industry is, undoubtedly, one of the most important pillars of the tourism 
sector. Today, there are airlines that have integrated CSR policies into their 
corporate strategy, enhancing their communication process with stakeholders, 
establishing a transparent communication channel, and gaining, thus, a competitive 
advantage among competitors (Porter & Kramer, 2006; McGehee et al., 2009; Chen 
et al., 2012b). Lynes and Dredge (2006) argued that CSR initiatives taken by airline 
companies reduce airlines' negative impacts maintaining or increasing at the same 
time their positive outcomes, which can be divided into enhancing firm's reputation 
(Brammer et al., 2012), consumer satisfaction and employee engagement. 
 
The means of communicating with all interested parties is by disclosing corporate 
information via their CSR reports, where airline companies’ Governing Boards have 
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the opportunity to declare their strategy and governance model, expressing their 
commitment to fully comply with the existing legislative framework, operate with 
ethical integrity and implement best practices whenever applicable (BBA, 2012). 
Despite the fact that a number of academic works have tried to shed light on how 
airlines disclose corporate information regarding their financial, social and, recently, 
environmental performance - mainly in terms of biodiversity conservation, air 
pollution, noise, waste and energy management (Lynes and Dredge, 2006; Lynes & 
Andrachuk, 2008; Cowper-Smith & de Grosbois, 2010) - the existing literature 
regarding the implementation of socially responsible policies is still scant (Tsai & Hsu, 
2008) and disproportionate to the airline industry’s size and needs to be expanded 
(Inoue & Lee, 2011).  
 
The focus of attention was firstly on airlines’ economic dimension, that is, direct and 
indirect economic impacts in terms of financial performance, corporate legitimacy 
and operational effectiveness. With the passage of time, however, researchers 
focused on the environmental and social impacts (Lynes & Andrachuk, 2008; Tsai & 
Hsu, 2008; Kang et al., 2010; Lee & Park, 2010;  Cowper-Smith & de Grosbois, 2010; 
Inoue & Lee, 2011; PWC, 2011; Chen et al., 2012a; Lee et al., 2013; Wang et al., 
2015; Seo et al., 2015) caused by the airline industry’s operations. The 
aforementioned studies are classified by “research aspect” and “research purpose” 
in Table 3. 
 
Table 3. Previous studies on CSR in the airline industry (Source: Kuo et al., 2016) 
Research aspect Research purpose References 
Economic impacts and 
point of view 
Illustrate the way various 
external, sector-specific, and 
internal influences for CSER 
are interpreted and then 
translated into action at the 
firm level. 
Lynes & Andrachuk 
(2008) 
Management point of Create an operational CSR Tsai & Hsu (2008) 
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view program for air 
transportation within the 
context of limited resources. 
Management point of 
view 
Investigate effects of positive 
and negative CSR activities 
on accounting-based and 
market-based performance 
in the airline industry. 
Kang et al. (2010) 
Management point of 
view 
Examine the relationship 
between CSR and 
accounting-based 
performance in the airline 
industry and the positive 
effect of CSR on market-
based performance. 
Lee & Park (2010) 
Management perspective Identify CSR initiatives in the 
airline industry and evaluate 
their adoption as reported 
by members. 
Cowper-Smith & de 
Grosbois (2010) 
Environmental, social, and 
economic impacts 
Disaggregate CSR into 
voluntary activities for 
employee relations, product 
quality, community relations, 
environmental issues, and 
diversity issues; examine 
effects on financial 
performance among four 
tourism-related industries: 
casinos, airlines, hotels and 
restaurants. 
Inoue & Lee (2011) 
Management and Indicate the integration of PWC (2011) 
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economic impacts CSR into airlines' overall 
strategy. 
Social impacts and 
customer perspective 
Examine customer opinions 
on airline social 
responsibility; explore the 
relationship between it and 
customer loyalty. 
Chen et al., 2012a 
Management perspective 
and 
economic impacts 
Research the association 
between CSR and 
operational relatedness; 
examine and compare the 
effects of CSR dimensions on 
firm performance influenced 
by the volatility in oil price. 
Lee et al. (2013) 
Management and 
economic impacts 
Weigh performance 
measures of CSR and rank 
the airlines in terms of 
CSR performance. 
Wang et al. (2015) 
Economic impacts Consider a link between 
high-quality service and 
adopting corporate social 
responsibility in a cost-
efficient manner; explore 
effects of CSR and service 
quality on firms' 
performance. 
Seo et al. (2015) 
 
In conclusion, the conducted research on CSR reporting in the airline industry has, 
generally, addressed five important issues, which are: a) the content of a CSR report, 
b) the extent of disclosing CSR information, c) the drivers of CSR reporting, d) the 
impact of CSR reporting on corporate image and performance and e) CSR reporting 
as a communication tool (Kuo et al., 2016). Indicative examples are presented in 
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Table 4.  What is more, Kuo et al. (2016) conducted a survey among 16 airlines 
representing the most significant aviation markets in which they investigated airline 
managers’ opinions and beliefs about CSR reporting in the airline industry. Research 
findings highlighted that airlines have many different and similar perspectives 
regarding influences from target readers, motivations and barriers. The authors 
evaluated the questionnaires and ranked the airline managers’ responses. The 
survey’s results are presented in Tables 5, 6 and 7. Meanwhile, according to 
managers who worked for airlines that did not use to report CSR information, CSR 
reporting was not considered as a meaningful practice. 
 
Table 4. Preview studies on CSR reporting in the airline industry (Source: Kuo et al., 2016) 
Research aims Research findings and      
results 
Reference 
Analyze the 
environmental reporting 
structures 
of Europe, Asia-Pacific and 
Japan. 
- Airlines recognized the need 
for environmental reporting 
and demonstrated various 
degrees of effort. 
- An increasing number of 
airline environmental reports 
follow the guidelines of the 
Global Reporting Initiative 
(GRI). 
- 16 elements relating to 
companies' commitment to 
environmental improvement 
and environmental 
improvement systems have 
been identified. 
Mak & Chan (2006); 
Mak & Chan (2007) 
Investigate the 
environmental reporting 
practices in the airline 
sector. 
Increasing numbers of airlines 
are implementing CSR 
initiatives in their operations 
and reporting them to the 
public. 
Hooper & Greenall 
(2005) 
Discuss airline reporting 
practices. 
- Almost all early reports were 
focused on environmental 
performance. 
- A change from 
environmental reporting” to 
“sustainability reporting” is 
noticeable. 
Lynes & Andrachuk 
(2008) 
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- Social responsibility is 
becoming increasingly 
prominent. 
Identify CSR initiatives in 
the airline industry 
and evaluate their 
adoption as reported by 
members. 
- 14 of 41 airlines had annual 
CSR reports available in 
January 2009. 
- Airlines focus more strongly 
on environmental issues than 
on the social or economic 
dimensions of CSR. 
- Employee well-being and 
engagement, diversity and 
social equity, and community 
well-being and economic 
prosperity have contributed to 
environmental and social 
themes. 
- Airlines report CSR initiatives 
using differing or inconsistent 
measurements, making 
evaluation and comparison of 
their performance and 
effectiveness difficult. 
Cowper-Smith & de 
Grosbois (2010) 
 
Table 5. Target readers (Source: Kuo et al., 2016) 
Criteria Rank 
Government 1 
Owners 2 
Customers 3 
Employees 4 
Managers 5 
Community/society 6 
Creditors/shareholders/investors 7 
Media 8 
NGOs 9 
Supplier contractors 10 
Academics 11 
Industry peers 12 
Karagiannis, I.                                                                                                              Literature Review                                                                                      
27 
 
Table 6. Motivations for publishing CSR reports (Source: Kuo et al., 2016) 
Criteria Rank 
Improve corporate image (reputation 
and brand value) 
1 
Increase awareness of CSR among 
employees 
2 
Communicate effectively with 
stakeholders 
3 
Adjust management systems and 
processes 
4 
Broaden the context for the company 
management culture 
5 
Ensure transparency with government 6 
Open and maintain the 
customer/supplier base 
7 
Deal with non-supportive organizations 
and community 
8 
Attract and retain talented employees 9 
Attract capital 10 
 
Table 7. Barriers for publishing CSR reports (Source: Kuo et al., 2016) 
Criteria Rank 
Time consuming 1 
Must confront adverse or sensitive 
information 
2 
Collection of credible data 3 
Fulfilling resources 4 
Cost and benefit analysis management 
culture 
5 
Need to seek budget 6 
Communication with related 7 
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departments 
Measurement and selection of 
information 
8 
Justification of the value of report 9 
Lack of CSR strategy 10 
Ability to hire experts in this area 11 
Confirmation of plan for publishing 12 
Definition of the scope of the report 13 
 
Overall, CSR or Sustainability reporting is a new trend that boosts Organizations 
around the globe regardless their scale or kind of operations to report on their 
financial, environmental and social performance driven by stakeholder pressure for 
the implementation of socially responsible policies. Due to the increased interest 
from stakeholders, the large scale of data and information reported and the need of 
comparability different reporting frameworks were developed in the 2000’s, with 
the GRI’s reporting guidelines to be the most prominent. Academia’s attention was 
on addressing CSR as a concept and identifying the pros and cons of Sustainability 
reporting, focusing whenever possible on specific sectors of economy. With regard 
to Sustainability reporting in the airport and airline industry the literature body is, 
admittedly, still scant considering their operational scale and, therefore, their impact 
on economy, environment and society, shedding light mainly on the various CSR 
initiatives taken by Organizations, the diversity in Sustainability reporting practices, 
the interaction with interested parties and the development of sustainability ranking 
systems. The present study considering the existing literature’s deficiencies and the 
needs of the air transport market aspires to go a step further, aiming to identify the 
most material issues airport operators and airline companies face at a managerial 
and operational level assisting managers and decision-makers in their effort to be in 
alignment with our modern era’s demands for Sustainable Development. 
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3. Research Methodology 
This chapter analyzes the research design and strategy. It discusses the data 
collection process, the sampling criteria, the underlying rationale for identifying the 
most material operational issues for airports and airlines and the structure of a 
ranking system established to assess the best-reporting airports on their most 
material aspects and issues in terms of accountability. Finally, it ends up with noting 
any limitations occurred during the development of the methodology or any 
noteworthy observations. 
 
The scope of this research is to shed light on the evolutionary path of CSR reporting 
among airports and airlines since the dawn of the 21st century, focus on current CSR 
reporting frameworks and practices, identify their most material operational issues 
and benchmark airports’ accountability level according to the GRI-G4 or GRI-
Standards’ guidelines depending on which reporting framework is used. Overall, it is 
a qualitative and quantitative analysis in which technocracy and objectivity are of 
utmost importance.     
 
3.1 Sampling 
To start with, the criteria for the selection of the Organizations that are about to be 
evaluated are in order of importance: a) timeliness, that is the latest CSR or 
Sustainability reports available at the time of performing this research for each 
Organization, b) representation of all major aviation markets around the globe (i.e. 
Europe, Asia, Northern America, Latin America and the Caribbean, Oceania, Africa), 
and c) reporting consistency, that is Organizations that issue CSR or Sustainability 
reports on a relatively regular basis. All Sustainability reports were found either on 
the GRI’s database or on the Organizations’ websites. 
 
3.2 Methodology Structure 
The first part of the study concerns the evolutionary path of CSR reporting during the 
time period 1999-2016, since the first CSR report published on GRI’s database by any 
Organization under evaluation dates back to 1999. They are indicative of how CSR 
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reporting developed as a trend among airports and airlines and which reporting 
frameworks were followed with the passage of time, which Organizations and which 
aviation markets have the most frequent reporting activity. 
 
For the identification of the most material operational issues the reports were 
divided into two major groups at a first level, based on weather a report includes a 
materiality analysis or not. At this point it is noted that materiality analysis is an 
analysis undertaken by an Organization with the purpose to investigate, identify and 
prioritize the most significant for its operation issues as considered both by 
shareholders and stakeholders. Because of the great variability regarding the names 
given by Organizations, since it is totally under their jurisdiction, it was decided that 
all material issues should be classified into conceptual “umbrella” entities labeled as 
“material aspects”. Naming these “material aspects” was a process based on 
author’s personal judgment considering the conceptual nature of all material issues 
and the GRI-G4, GRI-G4 Sector Disclosure (i.e. for airports) and GRI Standards’ 
guidelines and provisions. The classification was strictly based on the conceptual 
relationship between the material issues and the material aspects.    
 
After having faced this inherent difficulty the most material aspects were extracted 
in terms of population (i.e. how many material issues are being identified and 
classified into a specific material aspect) and relative frequency (i.e. the frequency a 
specific material aspect is being identified and taken into consideration by an 
Organization).  
 
Some Organizations limit themselves to only identify their material issues and some 
others proceed with the prioritization process. This pattern is, also, observed in this 
research sample. Therefore, the next step of the evaluation includes only 
Organizations that conducted a materiality analysis and prioritized their material 
issues. At this stage the first 10 material issues in order of significance for each 
Organization were taken into consideration. 
 
Karagiannis, I.                                                                                                    Research Methodology                                                                                      
31 
 
Finally, with regard to airports the level of disclosing information in terms of 
transparency and accountability regarding these top material aspects, that is a 
relative frequency greater than 50% (i.e material aspects which more than 50% of the 
airports have identified and addressed as material to them), is also evaluated 
considering two aspects according to Vouros’ (2017) qualitative and quantitative 
methodology (see Appendix II).  
 
The first concerns the management approach of Organizations with respect to their 
General Standard Disclosures and evaluates the coverage of three criteria (i.e. G4-
DMA-a, G4-DMA-b, G4-DMA-c), which are graded between 0-4. The second aspect of 
the benchmarking concerns the management approach of Organizations with respect 
to their Specific Standard Disclosures and evaluates one criterion, which investigates 
the coverage of material aspects by specific disclosure indicators according to the 
GRI-G4/GRI-G4 Sector Disclosure and GRI’s guidelines. The latter criterion is graded 
between 0-4. Therefore, with response to Management Approach concerning 
General Standard Disclosures there are three criteria for each material aspect and 
regarding Specific Standard Disclosures only one.  
 
The average score (Score A) for the Management Approach on General Standard 
Disclosures (DMA) for each material aspect derives from the summation of the three 
criteria divided by three and the average score (Score B) for the Management 
Approach on Specific Standard Disclosures (DMA) is equal to the respective criterion 
as described earlier. A final average score for every material aspect (Score C) ranging 
between 0-4 is derived from the summation of Score A and Score B divivded by two. 
The same rationale underlies the evaluation of each Organization. The summation of 
the average scores (Scores C) for each material aspect divided by the number of 
material aspects gives the average Score for each Organization (Total Score).  
 
At the very end, the material issues that belonged to the top material aspects (i.e. 
relative frequency greater than 50%) were sought into reports that only identified 
their material issues to investigate the degree to which these issues were identified 
as material to those Organizations – both airports and airlines - that did not proceed 
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with the prioritization process. The list with the most material aspects for airports 
and airlines is, of course, different but similar to a great extent. Figure 4 is a flow 
chart describing every step of the evaluation methodology.  
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4. Flow chart of the methodology structure 
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3.3 Limitations and Criticism 
The highest priority of this research is objectivity and technocracy. These are the 
collaterals for the validity of study’s results and, undoubtedly, the necessary 
requirements for the study to be a guide for managers and decision-makers 
operating in the air transport industry. However, it is plausible that a research with 
qualitative and quantitative nature like the present one might have a number of 
limitations.  
 
To begin with, the initial sample’s size, that is 51 CSR reports, was shrunk significantly 
by 43% because 3 reports were not found in English and 22 reports did not have a 
materiality analysis. The reports without a materiality analysis did disclose 
information on significant for the reporters operational issues, but did not proceed 
with the identification and prioritization processes in alignment with GRI’s guidelines 
or any other reporting procedure described by them. Despite this inevitable 
shrinkage the size of the sample still counts 29 Organizations, 10 airports and 19 
airlines. 
 
Furthermore, the key limitation of this research was the great variability regarding 
the names of all material issues covered. In essence, many reporters might identify 
and describe the same material issue, but with a different terminology. This 
variability complicated significantly the data processing. In order to overcome this 
complication it was decided that all material issues should be classified into 
conceptual “umbrella” entities labeled as “material aspects”. Naming these “material 
aspects” was a process based on author’s personal judgment considering the 
conceptual nature of all material issues and the GRI-G4, GRI-G4 Sector Disclosure (i.e. 
for airports) and GRI Standards’ guidelines and provisions. It is stated once more that 
the classification process was strictly based on the conceptual relationship between 
the material issues and the material aspects. Someone, however, could claim that the 
objectivity of the evaluation method would be higher if the terminology of all 
material aspects was in full alignment with GRI’s guidelines so as the subjective 
criterion would be limited to the highest level possible. With regard to this argument, 
considering that all reports conformed with GRI-G4 or GRI-Standards’ reporting 
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framework this approach would result in excluding a significant portion of the initial 
sample, since the material aspects as described both by the reporting frameworks 
and the GRI-G4 Sector Disclosure guidelines (i.e. when referring to airports) have 
slightly changed or been amended, leading, thus, to the shrinkage of the sample’s 
size. In the aftermath, with regard to this complication a hybrid model of naming 
these material aspects was decided best responding to the characteristics of the data 
collected. 
 
Moreover, the classification of all material issues into their material aspects had its 
own complication, because of the often overlapping between these issues. More 
specifically, many material issues were classified into more than one material aspect. 
A portion of the reports did have a special index or a special section that did explicitly 
match their material issues to the corresponding material aspects (i.e. 24 reports). 
However, in cases that this strategy was not implemented by the reporters the 
author proceeded with the matching process based on his own subjective criteria and 
taking as an example reports that did include the relative index or section (i.e. 5 
reports).  
 
Last but not least, 4 airports out of 10 having identified and prioritized their material 
issues did not issue a CSR report in accordance with GRI’s guidelines (i.e. no GRI 
Content Index was provided), and, therefore could not initially be evaluated with 
regard to the second aspect of Vouros’ (2017) methodology, assessing the 
completeness of the reports in terms of specific disclosure indicators according to 
GRI’s reporting principles. In order to overcome this difficulty the author addressed 
these 4 reports as if they were in alignment with GRI’s guidelines by studying in depth 
their content and investigating the extent to which the coverage criteria of GRI’s 
specific disclosure indicators are satisfied. The material aspect “Infrastructure 
Development” was not evaluated with regard to specific standard disclosures, since 
no specific indicators describing this aspect are provided by GRI. 
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4. Research Results 
In this chapter all research results concerning the initially established aims and 
objectives are presented explicitly. The most material aspects for airports and 
airlines and reporting trends with regard to reports’ names, size and reporting 
frameworks are described and depicted explicitly through relative tables and graphs.  
4.1 Development of CSR reporting in the aviation industry 
The publication of the very first CSR report on GRI’s database among Organizations 
operating in the aviation industry (i.e. airports, airport operators1, airlines and airline 
holding companies2, aerospace, engineering companies and authorities) dates to 
1999. British Airways was the first ever Organization to publish a CSR report on GRI’s 
database. With the passage of time CSR reporting was acknowledged by competitors 
and proliferated. Despite its robust expansion and the relative literature developed 
during the last 18 years, highlighting its potential benefits from both a marketing and 
managerial perspective, it is still not a widely adopted practice among airports and 
airlines. Graphs 2-6 are time-series depicting the evolutionary path of CSR reporting 
in the aviation industry, focusing on the number of CSR reports published annually, 
the interchanging between the GRI reporting frameworks and the reporting activity 
among all major aviation markets and sub-sectors. 
 
Graph 2. CSR reporting evolution in the aviation industry during 1999-2016 time period 
                                                          
1
 Airport Operators: Organizations that issue CSR reports on behalf of airports  
2
 Air Holding Companies: Organizations that issue CSR reports on behalf of airline companies 
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Graph 3. Evolution of GRI reporting frameworks during 1999-2017 time period 
 
3
Graph 4. GRI reporting frameworks evolution in the aviation industry during 1999-2017 time period 
                                                          
3
 In 2017 the total CSR reports are less than the previous 5 years due to the fact that it is highly 
possible that some Organizations may have issued a CSR report but have not published it on GRI’s 
database at the time of performing this research.  
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 
Evolution of GRI reporting frameworks 
GRI-G1 GRI-G2 GRI-G3 GRI-G3.1 GRI-G4 GRI Standards Non-GRI/Citing-GRI 
0 
20 
40 
60 
80 
100 
120 
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 
1 2 4 
10 
3 
1 
1 5 
7 3 
8 18 
29 
40 40 
22 
16 13 
6 
7 40 48 
34 
14 
16 
44 
68 
35 
5 2 
1 
3 
5 
5 
8 
21 
24 
32 33 
39 
35 
7 
GRI Reporting Frameworks Evolution in the Aviation Industry 
GRI-G1 GRI-G2 GRI-G3 GRI-G3.1 GRI-G4 Non-GRI/Citing-GRI GRI Standards 
Karagiannis, I.                                                                                                                 Research Results                                                                                      
37 
 
 
Graph 5. Reporting activity of all major aviation markets during 1999-2016 time period 
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Graph 6. Sub-sectors reporting activity during 1999-2016 time period 
Looking rigorously through Graphs 2-6 it can be inferred that: 
a) 4The expansion of CSR reporting among Organizations operating in the aviation 
industry was, undoubtedly, quite rapid with the rate of publishing reports 
logically to be gradually slowed down as approaching 2016 and to have some 
inevitable fluctuations. Indicatively, the rates of publishing CSR reports 
regarding some sub-periods depending on the curvature of the time-series are 
tabulated in Table 8 as follows: 
Table 8. Reporting rates regarding sub-periods in the 1999-2016 time period 
Time Period Rate Tendency 
1999-2002 900% ↑ 
2002-2007 20% ↓ 
2007-2011 358.3% ↑ 
2011-2012 50.9% ↓ 
2012-2013 6% ↓ 
2013-2014 8% ↑ 
2014-2015 2.1% ↓ 
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2015-2016 11.3% ↑ 
 
b) 5GRI has amended its current reporting framework every 4 years from 1999-
2015. In 2016 and only a short period after the issue of the GRI-G4 GRI issued 
its amended version named GRI-Standards. 
c) 6More and more Organizations do publish CSR reports which are not in 
alignment with GRI’s guidelines following their own reporting structure and 
philosophy 
d) 7The Organizations with the highest reporting activity come from the markets 
of Europe, Asia and Northern America. The markets of Latin America and the 
Caribbean, Oceania and Africa have still a scant activity, possible because of a 
combination of their small size (i.e. Oceania, Latin America and the Caribbean) 
and low social capital (i.e. Africa, Latin America and the Caribbean). 
 
4.2 Materiality Assessment 
As it has been stated in the section describing the methodology developed 51 
Organizations - 20 airports and 31 airlines - that met the sampling criteria were 
initially selected. Only 10 airports and 19 airlines did conduct a materiality analysis, 
and, therefore, their reports were suitable for the evaluation process as it is 
described in chapter 3. The operational features of all 10 airports and 19 airlines are 
presented in Tables 9 and 10. 
Table 9. Organizational profile and corporate identity of Organizations having conducted a Materiality Analysis 
No Organization Country Aviation Market Type 
Airports 
1 Athens International 
Airport S.A. 
Greece Europe International 
2 Auckland International 
Airport 
New Zealand Oceania International 
                                                          
5
 See Graph 4 
6
 See Graph 5 
7
 See Graph 6 
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3 BAA Stansted UK Europe International 
4 Edmonton International 
Airport 
Canada Northern America International 
5 Genève Aéroport Switzerland Europe International 
6 Mumbai International 
Airport 
India Asia International 
7 Munich Airport Germany Europe International 
8 Sydney Airport Sydney Oceania International 
9 Tallinn Airport Estonia Europe International 
10 Toronto Pearson-GTAA Canada Northern America International 
Airlines 
11 Air Canada Canada Northern America Large 
12 Air China China Asia Large 
13 All Nippon Airways 
Company Limited 
Japan Asia Large 
14 Cargolux Airlines 
International 
Luxembourg Europe Large 
15 Cathay Pacific Airways Hong Kong Asia Large 
16 China Airlines (CAL) Taiwan Asia MNE 
17 China Eastern Airlines China Asia Large 
18 China Southern Airlines China Asia Large 
19 Comair South Africa Africa Large 
20 Delta Air Lines USA Northern America Large 
21 Finnair Finland Europe Large 
22 Hainan Airlines China Asia Large 
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23 IBERIA AIRLINES OF 
SPAIN 
Spain Europe Large 
24 Japan Airlines Japan Asia Large 
25 Korean Air Korea Asia Large 
26 Singapore Airlines 
Limited 
Singapore Asia Large 
27 Thai Airways 
International Public 
Company Limited 
Thailand Asia MNE 
28 Tianjin Airlines China Asia Large 
29 Volaris Mexico Latin America and the 
Caribbean 
Large 
 
Table 10. Reporting profile of Organizations having conducted a Materiality Analysis 
No Organization Reports 
Published 
8Reporting 
Period 
Report 
Type 
Title Pages 
Airports 
1 Athens International 
Airport S.A. 
12 1/1/2016-
31/12/2016 
GRI-
Standards 
Corporate 
Responsibility 
Report 
88 
2 Auckland 
International Airport 
5 1/7/2015-
30/6/2016 
Non-GRI Corporate 
Responsibility 
Report 
21 
3 BAA Stansted 4 2015-2016 Non-GRI Corporate 
Responsibility 
Report 
9 
4 Edmonton 
International Airport 
2 1/1/2016-
31/12/2016 
Citing-GRI Sustainability 
Report 
20 
                                                          
8
 Reporting periods are presented in Table 10 as stated in CSR reports 
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5 Genève Aéroport 1 1/1/2014-
31/12/2016 
Citing-GRI Sustainable 
Development 
Report 
90 
6 Mumbai 
International Airport 
3 1/4/2014-
31/3/2016 
GRI-G4 The 
Sustainability 
Report 
128 
7 Munich Airport 8 Calendar year 
2016 
GRI-
Standards 
Integrated 
Report 
183 
8 Sydney Airport 2 1/1/2016-
31/12/2016 
GRI-G4 Sustainability 
Report 
81 
9 Tallinn Airport 3 1/1/2016-
31/12/2016 
GRI-G4 Annual Report 200 
10 Toronto Pearson-
GTAA 
10 1/1/2016-
31/12/2016 
GRI-G4 Annual Report 130 
Airlines 
11 Air Canada 5 Fiscal year 
2016 
GRI-G4 Corportate 
Responsibility 
Report 
60 
12 Air China 8 1/12016-
31/12/2016 
GRI-G4 Corportate 
Responsibility 
Report 
40 
13 All Nippon Airways 
Company Limited 
5 1/4/2015-
31/3/2016 
Non-GRI Annual Report 150 
14 Cargolux Airlines 
International 
8 Calendar year 
2016 
GRI-
Standards 
Sustainability 
Report 
46 
15 Cathay Pacific 
Airways 
9 Calendar year 
2016 
GRI-G4 Sustainable 
Development 
Report 
148 
16 China Airlines (CAL) 5 1/1/2016-
31/12/2016 
GRI-G4 Corporate 
Sustainability 
Report 
148 
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17 China Eastern 
Airlines 
8 1/1/2016-
31/12/2016 
GRI-G4 Corporate 
Social 
Responsibility 
Report 
92 
18 China Southern 
Airlines 
8 1/1/2016-
31/12/2016 
GRI-G4 Corportate 
Responsibility 
Report 
94 
19 Comair 6 1/7/2015-
30/6/2016 
Citing-GRI Integrated 
Annual Report 
156 
20 Delta Air Lines 7 1/1/2016-
31/12/2016 
GRI-G4 Corportate 
Responsibility 
Report 
107 
21 Finnair 8 1/1/2016-
31/1/2016 
GRI-G4 Annual Report 154 
22 Hainan Airlines 1 1/1/2016-
31/12/2016 
GRI-G4 Social 
Responsibility 
Report 
91 
23 IBERIA AIRLINES OF 
SPAIN 
13 1/1/2016-
31/12/2016 
GRI-G4 Sustainability 
Report 
166 
24 Japan Airlines 3 Fiscal year 
2016 
GRI-G4 JAL Report 132 
25 Korean Air 14 1/1/2016-
31/1/2016 
GRI-G4 Sustainability 
Report 
90 
26 Singapore Airlines 
Limited 
5 1/4/2016-
31/3/2017 
GRI-
Standards 
Sustainability 
Report 
46 
27 Thai Airways 
International Public 
Company Limited 
3 1/12016-
31/12/2016 
GRI-G4 Sustainable 
Development 
Report 
76 
28 Tianjin Airlines 1 1/1/2016-
31/12/2016 
Citing-GRI Social 
Responsibility 
Report 
60 
Karagiannis, I.                                                                                                                 Research Results                                                                                      
44 
 
29 Volaris 3 1/1/2016-
31/12/2016 
GRI-G4 Social 
Responsibility 
Report 
57 
 
All 29 Organizations were investigated rigorously for identifying their most material 
operational aspects. The source of information was specific sections in their CSR 
reports mostly named as “Materiality Assessment”. Only 16 Organizations - 7 airports 
and 9 airlines – present their material issues in order of significance (i.e. prioritization 
process). The evaluation criteria of this research for prioritizing the most material 
aspects for airports and airlines in overall were decided based on: 
a) how many material issues have been classified into each material aspect 
b) the relative frequency a specific material aspect is being identified and 
addressed by an Organization  
The evaluation process was completed in two steps. The first concerns all 29 
Organizations with a materiality analysis (see Tables 11 and 12) and the second only 
the 16 Organizations that did proceed with the prioritization process (see Tables 14 
and 15). As it is reasonable the findings are presented separately for airports and 
airlines, since despite their interactive relationship the nature of their operations is 
totally different. 
4.2.1 Assessing all 29 Organizations with a Materiality Analysis 
This sub-section includes all 29 Organizations that did conduct a Materiality Analysis 
and identified their material aspects of their operations. 
9
Table 11. Assessment of operational material aspects for airports having identified their material issues 
 Airports 
No Material Aspect Population Impact on Material Aspect Relative 
Frequency 
Impact on 
1 Local Communities 17 Society Customer Health 
& Safety 
100% Society 
                                                          
9
 Alphabetical order was kept in case of equal ranking 
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2 Economic 
Performance 
15 Economy Air Quality, Air 
Emissions & 
Climate Change 
(GWP) 
90% Environment 
3 Air Quality, Air 
Emissions & 
Climate Change 
(GWP) 
12 Environment Customer 
Satisfaction 
90% Society 
4 Effluents & Waste 
Management 
12 Environment Effluents & Waste 
Management 
90% Environment 
5 Strategy 12 Corporate 
Culture 
Local 
Communities 
90% Society 
6 Customer 
Satisfaction 
11 Society Noise 
Management 
90% Environment 
7 Customer Health & 
Safety 
10 Society Employment 80% Society 
8 Noise 
Management 
10 Environment Energy 
Management 
80% Environment 
9 Service Quality 10 Society Indirect Economic 
Impacts/Value 
Creation 
80% Economy 
10 Employment 9 Society Infrastructure 
Development 
80% Society 
11 Infrastructure 
Development 
9 Society Security Practices 80% Society 
12 Occupational 
Health & Safety 
9 Society Economic 
Performance 
70% Economy 
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13 Stakeholder 
Engagement 
9 Corporate 
Culture 
Freedom of 
Association & 
Collective 
Bargaining 
70% Society 
14 Training & 
Education 
9 Society Accessibility, 
Ground Transport 
& Intermodality 
70% Society 
15 Biodiversity 8 Environment Labor/ 
Management 
Relations 
70% Society 
16 Energy 
Management 
8 Environment Occupational 
Health & Safety 
70% Society 
17 Indirect Economic 
Impacts/Value 
Creation 
8 Economy Service Quality 70% Society 
18 Labor/ 
Management 
Relations 
8 Society Stakeholder 
Engagement 
70% Corporate 
Culture 
19 Security Practices 8 Society Strategy 70% Corporate 
Culture 
20 Diversity & Equal 
Opportunity 
7 Society Diversity & Equal 
Opportunity 
60% Society 
21 Freedom of 
Association & 
Collective 
Bargaining 
7 Society Market Share 60% Economy 
22 Accessibility, 
Ground Transport 
& Intermodality 
7 Society Non-
discrimination 
60% Society 
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23 Water 
Management 
7 Environment Training & 
Education 
60% Society 
24 Market Share 6 Economy Water 
Management 
60% Environment 
25 Non-discrimination 6 Society Biodiversity 50% Environment 
26 Socioeconomic 
Compliance 
6 Society Environmental 
Compliance 
50% Environment 
27 Environmental 
Compliance 
5 Environment Governance 50% Corporate 
Culture 
28 Governance 5 Corporate 
Culture 
Supplier 
Environmental 
Assessment 
50% Environment 
29 Procurement 
Practices 
5 Economy Procurement 
Practices 
40% Economy 
30 Supplier 
Environmental 
Assessment 
5 Environment Socioeconomic 
Compliance 
40% Society 
31 Materials 4 Environment Transparency 40% Society 
32 Rights of 
Indigenous People 
4 Society Child Labor 30% Society 
33 Transparency 4 Society Forced or 
Compulsory 
Labor 
30% Society 
34 Child Labor 3 Society Materials 30% Environment 
35 Forced or 
Compulsory Labor 
3 Society Rights of 
Indigenous 
People 
30% Society 
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36 Marketing & 
Labeling 
3 Society Anti-Competitive 
Behavior 
20% Economy 
37 Anti-Competitive 
Behavior 
2 Economy Anti-Corruption 20% Economy 
38 Anti-Corruption 2 Economy Customer Privacy 20% Society 
39 Customer Privacy 2 Society Social Operations 
& Contributions 
20% Society 
40 Social Operations 
& Contributions 
2 Society Ethics & Integrity 10% Corporate 
Culture 
41 Ethics & Integrity 1 Corporate 
Culture 
Innovation & 
Technology 
10% Society 
42 Innovation & 
Technology 
1 Society Marketing & 
Labeling 
10% Society 
43 Public Policy 1 Society Public Policy 10% Society 
44 Supplier Social 
Assessment for 
Labor Practices 
1 Society Supplier Social 
Assessment for 
Labor Practices 
10% Society 
 
10
Table 12. Assessment of operational material aspects for airlines having identified their material issues 
Airlines 
No Material Aspect Population Impact on Material Aspect Relative 
Frequency 
Impact on 
1 Strategy 37 Corporate 
Culture 
Customer Health & 
Safety 
100% Society 
                                                          
10
 Alphabetical order was kept in case of equal ranking 
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2 Customer Health & 
Safety 
29 Society Air Quality, Air 
emissions & 
Climate Change 
(GWP) 
89% Environment 
3 Occupational 
Health & Safety 
28 Society Customer 
Satisfaction 
89% Society 
4 Service Quality 27 Society Employment 89% Society 
5 Air Quality, Air 
emissions & Climate 
Change (GWP) 
26 Environment Occupational 
Health & Safety 
89% Society 
6 Economic 
Performance 
26 Economy Economic 
Performance 
84% Economy 
7 Employment 25 Society Service Quality 84% Society 
8 Local Communities 23 Society Training & 
Education 
84% Society 
9 Training & 
Education 
23 Society Diversity & Equal 
Opportunity 
79% Society 
10 Customer 
Satisfaction 
22 Society Energy 
Management 
74% Environment 
11 Energy 
Management 
20 Environment Strategy 74% Corporate 
Culture 
12 Diversity & Equal 
Opportunity 
19 Society Environmental 
Compliance 
68% Environment 
13 Environmental 
Compliance 
18 Environment Local Communities 68% Society 
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14 Security Practices 16 Society Freedom of 
Association & 
Collective 
Bargaining 
63% Society 
15 Indirect Economic 
Impacts/ Value 
Creation 
16 Economy Security Practices 63% Society 
16 Labor/ 
Management 
Relations 
15 Society Customer Privacy 58% Society 
17 Supplier Social 
Assessment for 
Labor Practices 
15 Society Labor/ 
Management 
Relations 
58% Society 
18 Freedom of 
Association & 
Collective 
Bargaining 
14 Society Effluents & Waste 
Management 
53% Environment 
19 Marketing & 
Labeling 
14 Society Marketing & 
Labeling 
53% Society 
20 Customer Privacy 13 Society Supplier Social 
Assessment for 
Labor Practices 
53% Society 
21 Governance 13 Corporate 
Culture 
Child Labor 47% Society 
22 Procurement 
Practices 
12 Economy Governance 47% Corporate 
Culture 
23 Effluents & Waste 
Management 
11 Environment Procurement 
Practices 
47% Economy 
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24 Market  Share 11 Economy Socioeconomic 
Compliance 
47% Society 
25 Materials 11 Environment Supplier 
Environmental 
Assessment 
47% Environment 
26 Social Operations & 
Contribution 
11 Society Biodiversity 42% Environment 
27 Socioeconomic 
Compliance 
11 Society Non-discrimination 42% Society 
28 Supplier 
Environmental 
Assessment 
11 Environment Indirect Economic 
Impacts/Value 
Creation 
42% Economy 
29 Transparency 11 Society Market  Share 37% Economy 
30 Biodiversity 10 Environment Ethics & Integrity 37% Corporate 
Culture 
31 Child Labor 10 Society Forced or 
Compulsory Labor 
37% Society 
32 Non-discrimination 10 Society Materials 37% Environment 
33 Ethics & Integrity 9 Corporate 
Culture 
Social Operations & 
Contribution 
37% Society 
34 Stakeholder 
Engagement 
9 Corporate 
Culture 
Stakeholder 
Engagement 
37% Corporate 
Culture 
35 Forced or 
Compulsory Labor 
8 Society Transparency 37% Society 
36 Noise Management 8 Environment Anti-Corruption 32% Economy 
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37 Water 
Management 
8 Environment Noise Management 32% Environment 
38 Anti-Corruption 7 Economy Water 
Management 
32% Environment 
39 Innovation & 
Technology 
6 Society Innovation & 
Technology 
26% Society 
40 Rights of 
Indigenous People 
5 Society Rights of 
Indigenous People 
21% Society 
41 Anti-Competitive 
Behavior 
4 Economy Anti-Competitive 
Behavior 
16% Economy 
42 Public Policy 3 Society Public Policy 11% Society 
Figure 4 indicates the distribution of all material issues for airports and airlines into 4 
broad aspects of corporate performance (i.e. economic, environmental, societal, cultural).  
 
  
Figure 5. Distribution of material issues among airports and airlines having conducted only the identification process 
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4.2.2 Assessing all 16 Organizations with a Prioritization Process 
This sub-section includes all 16 Organizations – 7 airports and 9 airlines (see Table 13) 
- that not only identified their material aspects, but, also, proceeded with prioritizing 
them. 
Table 13. Organizations having identified and prioritized their material issues 
Airports Reports Issued11 Airlines Reports Issued 
Athens International 
Airport 
13 (2005) Air Canada 6 (2012) 
Auckland Airport 5 (2011) Air China 9 (2009) 
Edmonton International 
Airport 
3 (2015) All Nippon Airways 5 (2012) 
Mumbai International 
Airport 
3 (2012) China Airlines 5 (2013) 
Munich Airport 8 (2009) China Eastern Airlines 9 (2009) 
Sydney Airport 2 (2015) China Southern 
Airlines 
9 (2009) 
Tallinn Airport 4 (2014) Hainan Airlines 2 (2016) 
  Korean Air 15 (2003) 
  Singapore Airlines 6 (2012) 
 
12
Table 14. Assessment of operational material aspects for airports having prioritized their material issues 
Airports  
No Material Aspect Population Impact on Material Aspect Relative 
Frequency 
Impact on 
1 Customer Health & 
Safety 
7 Society Customer Health & 
Safety 
100% Society 
2 Economic 
Performance 
6 Economy Customer 
Satisfaction 
71,4% Society 
                                                          
11
 The first year of publishing a CSR is depicted in parenthesis 
12
 Alphabetical order was kept in case of equal ranking 
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3 Infrastructure 
Development 
6 Corporate 
Culture 
Security Practices 71,4% Society 
4 Security Practices 6 Society Air Quality, Air 
Emissions & 
Climate Change 
(GWP) 
57,1% Environment 
5 Customer 
Satisfaction 
5 Society Economic 
Performance 
57,1% Economy 
6 Air Quality, Air 
Emissions & Climate 
Change (GWP) 
4 Environment Energy 
Management 
57,1% Environment 
7 Energy 
Management 
4 Environment Infrastructure 
Development 
57,1% Corporate 
Cultrue 
8 Local Communities 4 Society Market  Share  57,1% Economy 
9 Market  Share  4 Economy Effluents & Waste 
Management 
42,9% Environment 
10 Strategy 4 Corporate 
Culture 
Environmental 
Compliance 
42,9% Environment 
11 Accessibility, 
Ground Transport & 
Intermodality 
3 Corporate 
Culture 
Local Communities 42,9% Society 
12 Effluents & Waste 
Management 
3 Environment Noise Management 42,9% Environment 
13 Environmental 
Compliance 
3 Environment Occupational 
Health & Safety 
42,9% Society 
14 Noise Management 3 Environment Stakeholder 
Engagement 
42,9% Corporate 
Cultrue 
15 Occupational Health 
& Safety 
3 Society Strategy 42,9% Corporate 
Cultrue 
16 Stakeholder 
Engagement 
3 Corporate 
Culture 
Water 
Management 
42,9% Environment 
17 Indirect Economic 
Impacts/Value 
Creation 
3 Economy Accessibility, 
Ground Transport 
& Intermodality 
37,5% Corporate 
Cultrue 
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18 Water Management 3 Environment Indirect Economic 
Impacts/ Value 
Creaton 
37,5% Economy 
19 Biodiversity 2 Environment Employment 28,6% Society 
20 Employment 2 Society Freedom of 
Association & 
Collective 
Bargaining 
28,6% Society 
21 Freedom of 
Association & 
Collective 
Bargaining 
2 Society Labor/ 
Management 
Relations 
28,6% Society 
22 Labor/ 
Management 
Relations 
2 Society Socioeconomic 
Compliance 
28,6% Society 
23 Service Quality 2 Society Service Quality 25% Society 
24 Socioeconomic 
Compliance 
2 Society Procurement 
Practices 
14,3% Economy 
25 Anti-Competitive 
Behavior 
1 Economy Anti-Competitive 
Behavior 
14,3% Economy 
26 Diversity & Equal 
Opportunity 
1 Society Biodiversity 14,3% Environment 
27 Governance 1 Corporate 
Culture 
Diversity & Equal 
Opportunity 
14,3% Society 
28 Materials 1 Environment Governance 14,3% Corporate 
Cultrue 
29 Non-discrimination 1 Society Materials 14,3% Environment 
30 Procurement 
Practices 
1 Economy Non-discrimination 14,3% Society 
31 Supplier 
Environmental 
Assessment 
1 Environment Supplier 
Environmental 
Assessment 
14,3% Environment 
32 Training & 
Education 
1 Society Training & 
Education 
14,3% Society 
33 Transparency 1 Society Transparency 14,3% Society 
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34 Anti-Corruption 0 Economy Anti-Corruption 0% Economy 
35 Child Labor 0 Society Child Labor 0% Society 
36 Customer Privacy 0 Society Customer Privacy 0% Society 
37 Ethics & Integrity 0 Corporate 
Culture 
Ethics & Integrity 0% Corporate 
Cultrue 
38 Forced or 
Compulsory Labor 
0 Society Forced or 
Compulsory Labor 
0% Society 
39 Innovation & 
Technology 
0 Society Innovation & 
Technology 
0% Society 
40 Marketing & 
Labeling 
0 Society Marketing & 
Labeling 
0% Society 
41 Public Policy 0 Society Public Policy 0% Society 
42 Rights of Indigenous 
People 
0 Society Rights of 
Indigenous People 
0% Society 
43 Social Operations & 
Contribution 
0 Society Social Operations & 
Contribution 
0% Society 
44 Supplier Social 
Assessment for 
Labor Practices 
0 Society Supplier Social 
Assessment for 
Labor Practices 
0% Society 
 
13
Table 15. Assessment of operational material aspects for airlines having prioritized their material issues 
Airlines 
No Material Aspect Population Impact on Material Aspect Relative 
Frequency 
Impact on 
1 Strategy 12 Corporate 
Culture 
Customer Health & 
Safety 
100% Society 
2 Customer Health & 
Safety 
11 Society Service Quality 78% Society 
3 Service Quality 9 Society Customer Satisfaction 67% Society 
4 Customer 8 Society Strategy 67% Corporate 
                                                          
13
 Alphabetical order was kept in case of equal ranking 
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Satisfaction Culture 
5 Occupational Health 
& Safety 
6 Society Training & Education 67% Society 
6 Training & Education 6 Society Economic Performance 56% Economy 
7 Air Quality, Air 
Emissions & Climate 
Change (GWP) 
5 Environment Occupational Health & 
Safety 
56% Society 
8 Economic 
Performance 
5 Economy Air Quality, Air 
Emissions & Climate 
Change (GWP) 
44% Environment 
9 Employment 5 Society Environmental 
Compliance 
44% Environment 
10 Environmental 
Compliance 
4 Environment Freedom of 
Association & 
Collective Bargaining 
44% Society 
11 Freedom of 
Association & 
Collective Bargaining 
4 Society Labor/ Management 
Relations 
44% Society 
12 Governance 4 Corporate 
Culture 
Child Labor 33% Society 
13 Labor/ Management 
Relations 
4 Society Diversity & Equal 
Opportunity 
33% Society 
14 Marketing & Labeling 4 Society Employment 33% Society 
15 Child Labor 3 Society Energy Management 33% Environment 
16 Diversity & Equal 
Opportunity 
3 Society Forced or Compulsory 
Labor 
33% Society 
17 Energy Management 3 Environment Governance 33% Corporate 
Culture 
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18 Forced or 
Compulsory Labor 
3 Society Innovation & 
Technology 
33% Society 
19 Innovation & 
Technology 
3 Society Marketing & Labeling 33% Society 
20 Local Communities 3 Society Non-discrimination 33% Society 
21 Non-discrimination 3 Society Socioeconomic 
Compliance 
33% Society 
22 Socioeconomic 
Compliance 
3 Society Stakeholder 
Engagement 
33% Corporate 
Culture 
23 Stakeholder 
Engagement 
3 Corporate 
Culture 
Customer Privacy 22% Society 
24 Customer Privacy 2 Society Local Communities 22% Society 
25 Market  Share 2 Economy Security Practices 22% Society 
26 Security Practices 2 Society Supplier Social 
Assessment for Labor 
Practices 
22% Society 
27 Social Operations & 
Contribution 
2 Society Anti-Corruption 11% Economy 
28 Supplier 
Environmental 
Assessment 
2 Environment Biodiversity 11% Environment 
29 Supplier Social 
Assessment for 
Labor Practices 
2 Society Effluents & Waste 
Management 
11% Environment 
30 Anti-Corruption 1 Economy Ethics & Integrity 11% Corporate 
Culture 
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31 Biodiversity 1 Environment Market  Share 11% Economy 
32 Effluents & Waste 
Management 
1 Environment Materials 11% Environment 
33 Ethics & Integrity 1 Corporate 
Culture 
Noise Management 11% Environment 
34 Materials 1 Environment Procurement Practices 11% Economy 
35 Noise Management 1 Environment Rights of Indigenous 
People 
11% Society 
36 Procurement 
Practices 
1 Economy Social Operations & 
Contribution 
11% Society 
37 Rights of Indigenous 
People 
1 Society Supplier 
Environmental 
Assessment 
11% Environment 
38 Transparency 1 Society Transparency 11% Society 
39 Water Management 1 Environment Water Management 11% Environment 
40 Anti-Competitive 
Behavior 
0 Economy Anti-Competitive 
Behavior 
0% Economy 
41 Public Policy 0 Society Public Policy 0% Society 
42 Indirect Economic 
Impacts/Value 
Creation 
0 Economy Indirect Economic 
Impacts/Value 
Creation 
0% Economy 
 
Figure 5 indicates the distribution of all material issues for airports and airlines into 4 
broad aspects of corporate performance (i.e. economic, environmental, social and 
cultural). 
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Figure 6. Distribution of material issues among airports and airlines having conducted the prioritization process 
 
Overall, all Tables, Graphs and Figures are indicative of what airports and airlines 
concern as the most material aspects of their operations. The sub-sample of the 
Organizations having prioritized their material aspects, though, may be more secure 
and representative. Therefore, at this point it is advisable to slightly tighten the range 
of final results and present separately the most material operational aspects for 
these Organizations focusing on the second criterion of evalution, that is rating 
material aspects based on the relative frequency that are being identified. The 
differentiation between these two criteria is based on the fact that the “relative 
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frequency” criterion may be considered more valid than the “population of material 
issues” criterion because it was observed that quite often some Organization might 
match one or two material issues to a specific material aspect, whereas some others 
might match a series of them (i.e. more than three). The threshold satisfying the 
latter criterion is 50%. In case of equal ranking alphabetical order was kept. 
 
Table 16. Material aspects with relative frequency greater than 50% for both airports and airlines having prioritized their material 
issues 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
Airports 
Customer 
Health & 
Safety 
Security 
Practices 
Customer 
Satisfaction 
Economic 
Performance 
Market  
Share 
Energy 
Management 
Air Quality, 
air emissions 
& Climate 
Change 
(GWP) 
Infrastructure 
Development 
100% 71% 71% 57,14% 57% 57% 57% 57% 
Airlines 
Customer 
Health & 
Safety 
Service 
Quality 
Training & 
Education 
Customer 
Satisfaction 
Strategy 
Economic 
Performance 
Occupational 
Health & 
Safety 
 
100% 78% 67% 67% 67% 56% 56% 
 
 
Interpreting the latter Table it is evident that customers’ wellbeing is considered a 
top priority for both airports and airlines. Beyond this axiomatic inference all 
conclusions concerning Table 16 and other results are discussed in the next chapter.  
 
The top material aspects illustrated in Table 16 were, also, sought in Organizations’ 
CSR reports that did not proceed with the prioritization process to further investigate 
the degree to which they are considered and addressed as material. The findings are 
summarized in Table 17 and refer to the percentile coverage of these top material 
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aspects among Organizations that have not priorizited their material issues and are 
indicative of their significance to all Organizations embedded in the sample.    
 
Table 17. Percentile coverage of top material aspects among Organizations that have not prioritized their                            
material issues 
Airports 
Percentile 
Coverage 
Airlines 
Percentile 
Coverage 
Customer Health & Safety 100% Customer Health & Safety 100% 
Customer Satisfaction 100% 
Occupational Health & 
Safety 
100% 
Air Quality, air emissions & 
Climate Change (GWP) 
100% Economic Performance 90% 
Energy Management 100% Customer delight 80% 
Economic Performance 67% Service Quality 80% 
Infrastructure 
Development 
67% Training & Education 80% 
Market  Share  67% Strategy 60% 
Security Practices 67%   
 
4.3 Accountability of Airports under evaluation 
Benchmarking the accountability level of all 10 airports having conducted a 
Materiality Analysis is the final step of the evaluation method as described rigorously 
in chapter 3 and Appendix I. Airports were assessed on how accountable they are on 
disclosing information on their top material aspects as presented in Table 16. Airlines 
were excluded from that stage of evaluation because of the relatively limited size of a 
Master’s dissertation. The comparative advantage of airports versus airlines for their 
inclusion into the benchmarking stage is twofold:  
a) airports’ operations are considered to have a greater total impact in financial, 
environmental and social terms (direct and indirect economic impacts, 
environmental degradation, contribution to GWP and local communities, social 
welfare),  
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b) less research has been developed concerning airports and CSR reporting, 
studying overall economic, environmental and social impacts, management and 
customer perspective, motivations and barriers for disclosing corporate 
information, which directly affects their accountability level at addressing 
sustainability issues. 
 
The results of the benchmarking are summarized in Table 18 and depicted in Graphs 
7, 8 and 9. In case of equal ranking alphabetical order was kept. 
 
14
Table 18. Accountability level of airports-final ranking 
Ranking Airports Reporting 
Framework 
Average 
Score A15 
Average 
Score B16 
Total Score17 
1 Munich Airport (MUC) 
GRI-
Standards 
3.92 
4 
3.86 
                  4 
3.9 
                 4 
2 Genève Aéroport (GVA) 
Citing-GRI 3.02 
                   4 
2.29 
                  4 
2.73 
                 4 
3 
Athens International 
Airport (ATH) 
GRI-
Standards 
3.48 
                   4 
1.71 
                  4 
2.65 
                 4 
4 
Mumbai International 
Airport (BOM) 
GRI-G4 2.69 
                   4 
2.29 
                  4 
2.56 
                 4 
5 Sudney Airport (SYD) 
GRI-G4 3.08 
                   4 
1.57 
                  4 
2.35 
                 4 
6 
Toronto Pearson – GTAA                      
(YYZ) 
GRI-G4 2.92 
                     4 
1.57 
                  4 
2.33 
                 4 
7 Tallinn Airport (TLL) 
GRI-G4 2.75 
                   4 
1.43 
                  4 
2.19 
                 4 
8 Auckland Airport (AKL) 
Non-GRI 2 
                   4 
0.71 
                  4 
1.44 
                 4 
9 
Edmonton International 
Airport (YEG) 
Citing-GRI 1.21 
                   4 
0.57 
                  4 
0.86 
                 4 
                                                          
14
 Airports’ Codes are in alignment with IATA 
15
 Maximum Score: 4 (see Appendix I) 
16
 Maximum Score: 4 (see Appendix I) 
17
 Maximum Score: 4 (see Appendix I) 
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10 BAA Stansted (STN) 
Non-GRI 0.96 
                   4 
0.14 
                 4 
0.6 
                4 
 
 
Table 19. Airports accontability level per material aspect 
Ranking 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Top Material 
Aspects 
Score18 MUC GVA ATH BOM SYD YYZ TLL AKL YEG STN 
Customer 
Health & 
Safety 
Score A 4 2,67 3,33 2,33 3 2,33 2,67 1,33 1,67 0 
Score B 3 1 1 3 0 0 2 0 1 0 
Score C 3,5 1,84 2,17 2,67 1,5 1,17 2,34 0,67 1,34 0 
Security 
Practices 
Score A 4 2,67 3 3 3 3 3,33 2 1,67 0,33 
Score B 4 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 
Score C 4 1,84 1,5 2,5 1,5 1,5 1,67 1 1,34 0,17 
Customer 
Satisfaction 
Score A 3,67 3,67 3,67 2,33 3,67 2,67 2,67 1,67 1,67 0,33 
Score B 4 4 4 2 4 1 4 2 1 0 
Score C 3,84 3,84 3,84 2,17 3,84 1,84 3,34 1,84 1,34 0,17 
Economic 
Performance 
Score A 3,67 2 3,67 2,33 3,67 4 4 1,67 0,33 1 
Score B 4 1 1 3 1 2 1 0 0 0 
Score C 3,84 1,5 2,34 2,67 2,34 3 2,5 0,84 0,17 0,5 
Market  
Share 
Score A 4 2,33 3,67 2 1,33 3 2 2 1 1 
Score B 4 3,0 4 0 3 2 2 1 0 1 
Score C 4 2,67 3,84 1 2,17 2,5 2 1,5 0,5 1 
Energy 
Management 
Score A 4 3,67 4 4 4 3,33 3 2,67 1,67 1,67 
Score B 4 2 1 2 1 3 1 1 0 0 
Score C 4 2,84 2,5 3 2,5 3,17 2 1,84 0,84 0,84 
Air Quality, 
air emissions 
& Climate 
Change 
(GWP) 
Score A 4 3,67 4 2 4 2 1,33 2,67 1,67 2,33 
Score B 4 4 1 4 2 3 0 1 1 0 
Score C 4 3,84 2,5 3 3 2,5 0,67 1,84 1,34 1,17 
                                                          
18
 See section 3.2 “Methodology Structure” and Appendix I 
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Infrastructure 
Development 
Score A 4 3,5 2,5 3,5 2 3 3 2 0 1 
Score B - - - - - - - - - - 
Score C 4 3,5 2,5 3,5 2 3 3 2 0 1 
Total Score Average 
A 
3,92 3,02 3,48 2,69 3,08 2,92 2,75 2 1,21 0,96 
 Average 
B 
3,86 2,29 1,71 2,29 1,57 1,57 1,43 0,71 0,57 0,14 
 Total 
Score 
3,9 2,73 2,65 2,56 2,35 2,33 2,19 1,44 0,86 0,6 
 
 
 
Graph 7. Accountability Level of Airports 
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Graph 8.Disclosure Level of airports on general and specific information 
 
19
Graph 9. Accountability level of airports regarding their top material aspects 
 
                                                          
19
 For the material aspect “Infrastructure Development” no Standard Specific Indicators are provided by GRI’s 
guidelines (i.e. GRI-G4 Sector Disclosure) and, therefore, it was not graded with respect to the “Specific 
Disclosure Criterion” and Score B. 
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All results presented concern airports accountability level regarding their top 
material aspects as presented in Table 16. Further discussion and inferences 
extracted from airports’ accountability assessment follow in next chapters. 
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5. Discussion 
This chapter is a section in which readers can find the interpretation of the research 
results. Noteworthy inference related to the aims and objectives of the study is 
comprehensively discussed. 
 
5.1 Generic Discussion 
The rapid dissemination of the “CSR reporting” concept in the air transport industry 
can not be doubted20 (GRI, 2007; Skouloudis et al., 2012; Koç & Durmaz, 2015). The 
multitude of research projects, governmental and corporate initiatives driven by 
factors presented in the Literature Review (Kolk, 2004; Morsing &Schultz, 2006; 
Reynolds & Yuthas, 2008; Ehmer, 2011; Dobbs & van Staden, 2012; Ramdhony & 
Oogarah-Hanuman, 2012; Young & Marais, 2012; KPMG, 2013; Bonson & Bednarova, 
2015) reflecting to huge capital investments both by private and public sector are a 
cogent confirmation. However, when focusing on airports and airlines primarily, and 
on other aviation Organizations secondarily, there is still long way to go before CSR 
reporting is considered a widespread management and marketing practice among 
aviation peers and competitors, an argument that is in line with GRI’s (2007), 
Skouloudis et al. (2012) and Koç & Durmaz (2015). Indicatevely, in total of 
approximately 1280 International Airports and over 5,000 airlines with ICAO codes 
operating at present time only 83 Organizations – 15 airports, 25 airport operators, 
37 airlines and 6 airline holding companies – did publish a CSR report on GRI’s 
database in 2016. 
The GRI’s database said Global Reporting Initiative is the world’s most prominent and 
well-established reporting framework (Koç & Durmaz, 2015). First launched in 1999, 
it has amended its reporting guidelines several times21, a fact that reflects its 
devotion to the CSR concept and Sustainable Developments’ Vision, but also to the 
evolutionary adjustments needed in order to meet all sectoral and sub-sectoral 
needs. Quite impressive is that, despite, GRI’s rapid expansion and evolution, 
                                                          
20
 See Graph 2 
21
 See Graphs 3 and 4 
Karagiannis, I.                                                                                                                            Discussion                                                                                      
69 
 
inclusiveness and providence there is an increasing trend22 regarding Organizations 
that issue CSR reports that do not comply with GRI’s guidelines (Non-GRI) or just 
follow GRI’s guidelines as a general guide (Citing-GRI). 
Most Organizations with a high reporting activity originate from the markets of 
Europe, Asia and Northern America. Latin America and the Carribean, Oceania and 
Africa are in the bottom of the list23. The latter is possibly owed to a series of factors 
as have been highlighted by O’Rourke (2004) and Hossein et al (2010) acting 
separately or in combination and may be: a) low social capital and cultural level, b) 
lack of regulatory framework, c) low standard of living, d) low industry and tourism 
activity. What is more the fact that the largest proportion of earths’ population are 
inhabitants of Europe, Asia and North America may, also, play a vital role and reflect 
to their leadership regarding CSR reporting frequency. 
 
5.2 Discussion on Materiality Assessment 
Having as a guide Figures 5 and 6 and Tables 15 and 16, but mostly focusing on Figure 
6 and Table 16 which represent Organizations that identified and prioritized their 
material issues and, therefore, inference on them is supposed to be more valid and 
secure, both airports and airlines seem to have a quite similar management approach 
with respect to their material aspects of operation. More in particular, social 
performance in terms of customer/employee well-being and engagement, human 
rights, contribution to society and corporate responsibility, is undoubtedly their top 
priority. Environmental performance is the second highest priority due to the 
magnitude of the environmental impact caused by their operations. Finally, concerns 
related to their economic performance and corporate profile can be put almost 
equivalently into the bottom of their hierarchical pyramid. The similar managerial 
perspectives of airports and airlines with regard to their vital operational aspects 
highlight the intensive correlation and interaction between the two sub-sectors, since 
in essence airports’ operations derive from hosting airlines’ services. 
 
                                                          
22
 See Graph 4 
23
 See Graph 5 
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When it comes to investigate and compare the two managerial perspectives their 
different nature of operatios is the key element. Airports are Organizations that 
house their operations at giant indoor facilities. Because of the vast number of 
passengers served annually and the infrastructure developed airports’ operation is 
characterized by a multitude of inflows and outflows, constituting their system of 
operations more highly dynamic and complicated in comparison to airlines. They can 
be considered as typical production units/plants having to manage all five types of 
capital (i.e. natural, human, social, manufactured and financial). As a result, airports 
differentiate themselves and focus more on their overall environmental (i.e. 25% of 
their material issues concern their environmental performance, whereas the same 
portion for airlines is 15%) and economic impact (i.e. 16% of their material issues 
concern their economic performance, whereas the same portion for airlines is 6%) 
comparing to airlines. With regard to their environmental concerns airports have to 
deal with a series of environmental issues, like Climate Change adaptation and 
mitigation measures (e.g. energy efficiency, air emissions and anti-pollution 
technology), biodiversity degradation, noise management, wastewater and solid 
waste management, compliance with environmental regulations. With respect to 
their economic performance the greater percentage of material issues is owed to the 
fact that except from profitability airports have a great variety of direct and indirect 
economic impacts related mostly to infrastructure capacity (i.e. expansion of 
buildings, facilities, terminals, ground transport network and intermodality) and the 
overall value added on society by contributing to local communities (i.e. sponsorship 
and giving) and boosting regional and national economies in terms of growth rate 
and vacancies created. On the other hand, airlines are simplier production systems, 
since their scale of operations limits mostly on addressing strategic, governance and 
managerial issues and, thus, focus mostly on issues concerning their corporate 
strategy and governace model (i.e. 15% of their material issues concern their 
corporate culture and identity, whereas the same portion for airports is 8%) and their 
social performance (i.e. 65% of their material issues concern their corporate culture 
and identity, whereas the same portion for airports is 51%). Concering their social 
performance airlines put weight on occupational issues (i.e. 26% of their social issues 
concern labor practices, whereas the same portion for airports is 17%). Airports, 
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however, address more issues related to corporate responsibility in terms of product 
and service responsibility, since they have to secure in place customers’ health and 
safety (i.e. 54% of their social material issues concern products and service 
responsibility, whereas the same portion for airlines is 47%). 
 
Finally, with respect to the material aspects presented in Table 16 it is evident that 
their significance is acknowledged by the vast majority of Organizations that 
conducted a Materiality Analysis (see Table 17). 
 
5.3 Discussion on Airports’ Accountability Level 
The findings of the accountability assessment clearly indicate that the accountability 
level of airports on disclosing corporate information, and especially, on their most 
material operational aspects, is at a considerable level not consistent with GRI’s 
inclusiveness and Organizations’ commitment for interactive and transparent 
procedures in terms of disclosing information and stakeholder engagement. The 
latter inference is highlighted in Skouloudis et al. (2012) and Koç & Durmaz (2015). 
Interpreting Table 18 and Graph 8 it is evident that there are three clusters of 
airports regarding their accountability level. The group of airports is led by Munich 
Airport, which having rated with a 3.9 proved to be an exceptionally accountable 
reporter. The second cluster consists of Genève Aéroport, Athens International 
Airport, Mumbai International Airport, Sydney Airport, Toronto Pearson and Tallinn 
Airport rating between 2.19-2.73 and having a generally adequate performance. 
Finally, Auckland Airport, Edmonton International Airport and BAA Stansted proved 
to have a very low accountability level. 
 
Graph 9 is a different dimension of the accountability assessment and illustrates the 
level of disclosing information per material aspect. Considering Table 16, with the 
exception of the material aspects “Customer Health & Safety” and “Security 
Practices”, it appears that there is a linear correlation regarding the significane of a 
material aspect and its disclosure level. On the other hand, this linear relationship is 
not observed for “Customer Health and Safety” and “Security Practices”, despite the 
fact that these two material aspects as depicted in Table 16 are in the centre of 
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airports’ attention. The main reason for their low Total Score is their relatively low 
Score B24 (i.e. specific disclosure level). This is, maybe, owed to the fact that specific 
indicators concerning both aspects demand a significant amount of financial and 
human capital invested in internal practices and procedures (i.e. impact assessments, 
training of employees or collaboration with external safety personel), and, therefore 
some airports might not have taken all necessary initiatives. Last but not least, 6 out 
of the 7 first airports did issue a CSR report in alignment with GRI’s guidelines, 
highlighting, thus, its contribution to the enchancement of reports’ quality and 
accountability level. 
                                                          
24
 See Table 19 
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6. Conclusions 
This final chapter is a section in which all major conclusions drawn from research 
findings are summarized. Suggestions for future research aiming to fill possible gaps 
in the literature body or shedding light on potential vagueness are made. 
 
Considering the existing literature body it could be said that CSR is a management 
and marketing tool that enhances corporate performance by 
optimizing/strengthening corporate strategy and bridging the gap of trust between 
stakeholders and Organizations. As a management tool it optimizes production 
processes and strengthens corporate strategy. As a marketing tool it builds up 
trustworthy relations between stakeholders and Organizations. Both aspects of CSR’s 
ontology have the potential to enhance Organization’s brand name and add value on 
society. 
With regard to research scope the main objective of this study is to investigate which 
aspects of airports’ and airlines’ operations are the most material to them and how 
accountable the airport sector is for disclosing corporate information on its most 
material aspects. This two-dimensional assessment was accomplished through 
reviewing CSR reporting practices in the air transport industry and correlating GRI’s 
evolution and inclusiveness with reports’ completeness and accountability level, 
always with respect to the top material aspects. 
 
Research results indicate that operational aspects related with product and service 
responsibility in terms of customer health and safety, service quality and customer 
satisfaction are in the top of both sub-sector’s hierarchical pyramid. Concerns related 
to environmental and financial performance – mostly in terms of energy 
efficiency/air emissions and direct/indirect economic impacts, respectively - 
reflecting Organizations’ devotion to address Climate Change and Business Continuity 
challenges, are, also, higly rated for both airports and airlines.  
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Therefore, based on research results it is evident that there is a significant correlation 
between airports’ and airlines’ operations, and, hence, their managerial approach on 
their vital operational aspects. However, because of their different business origins 
and purposes there can be observed significant differentiations, too. Airlines are 
more in-house business-oriented enterprises focusing more on occupational, 
strategic and governance issues, whereas airports are more dynamic and complex 
systems with wider operational boundaries accompanied with major environmental 
impacts and concerns for infrastructure capacity. This is the underlying rationale for 
their differentiation regarding their top material operational aspects. 
 
Moreover, from the accountability assessment that has been carried out with respect 
to sample’s airports it can be inferred that the accountability level of airports on 
disclosing corporate information, and especially, on their most material operational 
aspects, is at a considerable level not consistent with GRI’s inclusiveness and 
Organizations’ commitment for interactive and transparent procedures in terms of 
disclosing information and stakeholder engagement. Considering that GRI is regarded 
today as the most inclusive and state-of-the art reporting framework by practicioners 
with several amendments and special sectoral and sub-sectoral guidelines and 
provisions this may be owed to Organizations’ deficiencies in terms of lacking 
financial or/and human capital (i.e. liquidity, expertized personel for acquiring all 
necessary data and reporting effectively on them), negligence or other barriers as 
stated in the Literature Review.   
 
In conclusion, it is evident that this study has both an academic and managerial 
interest as findings can be utilized both by academia and managers for shedding light 
on literature deficiencies and enchancing decision-making processes, respectively. 
The proposed methodology can be readily used in practice by practicioners for 
research and strategic/managerial purposes having a greater validity among 
Organizations operating in the same industrial sector or sub-sector. 
 
On the basis of the findings presented in this dissertation further study of the issue 
would be of interest. Future work could involve the assessment of airlines’ 
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accountability level, the review of material operational aspects with the 
establishment of wider sampling criteria and, therefore, increasing sample’s size or 
conducting modern case studies correlating CSR reporting and financial performance 
with accountability level, regional or national characteristics (i.e. economic growth, 
cultural level, regulatory frameworks) or other motivations and barriers described in 
this project.  
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Appendix I: Evaluation Methodology with respect to Accountability Level 
 
The methodology used in the present study (Vouros, 2017) is a standard 
methodology developed to assess Greek enterprises’ accountability level. The 
methodology’s validity is higher when applied for Organizations operating in the 
same industrial sector/sub-sector. 
 
A. General Standard Disclosures 
Criterion A.1 refers to: why the topic is material to the Organization and which 
impacts (positive or negative) are already occurring or are likely to occur. 
Table 20. Description of Criterion A.1 (Source: Vouros, 2017) 
Grade Grading Criteria 
0 No reference 
1 The coverage of the criterion is deficient 
2 The coverage of the criterion is partial 
3 
The criterion is sufficiently covered with reference to procedures of 
impact assessment or internal/external audits 
4 
The criterion is fully covered with reference to procedures of impact 
assessment or internal/external audits 
 
Criterion Α.2 refers to: how the Organization manages its material topic or/and its 
impacts with respect to a set of managerial components: a) policies, b) commitments, 
c) aims and objectives, d) responsibilities, e) sources (financial, human, etc), f) specific 
initiatives or acts  
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Table 21. Description of Criterion A.2 (Source: Vouros, 2017) 
Grade Grading Criteria 
“0” No reference 
“1” 
a) The Organizations does not have a specific management 
approach on its material topic, but states if it is about to 
establish a management approach (or the reasons for its non-
existence) or 
b) The management of the material topic and its impacts is 
presented briefly or/and at least one of its components is 
described sufficiently 
“2” 
The Organization provides deficient information about how it 
approaches the management of the material topic and describes if it 
intends to prevent, mitigate or redress/offset the negative impacts 
or reinforce the positive impacts. At least two of the managerial 
components are described sufficiently. 
“3” 
The Organization provides sufficient information about how it 
approaches the management of the material topic and describes if it 
intends to prevent, mitigate or redress/offset the negative impacts 
or reinforce the positive impacts. At least four of the managerial 
components are described sufficiently. 
“4” 
The Organization provides complete and comprehensive 
information about how it approaches the management of the 
material topic and describes if it intends to prevent, mitigate or 
redress/offset the negative impacts or reinforce the positive 
impacts. All managerial components are described. 
 
Criterion Α.3 refers to: how the managerial approach is assessed including: 
 The mechanisms of the assessment processes 
 The assessment results 
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 Positive relative managerial adjustments 
 
Table 22.  Description of Criterion A.3 (Source: Vouros, 2017) 
Grade Grading Criteria 
“0” No reference 
“1” 
The criterion is covered briefly or only one of the above three sub-
criteria is sufficiently covered 
“2” 
The criterion is covered with emptiness and vagueness or only one 
of the above three sub-criteria is fully described 
“3” All three sub-criteria are sufficiently described 
“4” All three sub-criteria are fully described 
 
Β. Specific Standard Disclosures based on GRI-G4, GRI-G4 Sector Disclosure, GRI-
Standards 
Criterion Β. refers to: coverage of specific indicators on the material topic   
Table 23. Description of Criterion B (Source: Vouros, 2017) 
Grade Grading Criteria  
“0” No reference 
“1” 
The total of indicators is not described, or any of indicators 
presented are described with emptiness and vagueness or at a 
briefl/epigrammatic level or less than the half of the provided 
indicators are sufficiently covered 
“2” 
The total of indicators is not described, or any of indicators 
presented are described with emptiness and vagueness or at a 
briefl/epigrammatic level or at least half of the provided indicators 
are sufficiently covered 
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“3” The total of indicators provided is sufficiently covered 
“4” The total of indicators provided is comprehensively covered 
 
Table 24. Evaluation methodology criteria and scoring system (Source: Vouros, 2017) 
Title of Criteria Number of 
Criteria 
Minimum 
Score 
Maximum 
Score 
Weighted 
Factor 
General Disclosures on Management Approach (DMA)                                                              50% 
A.1 1 0 4 33,3% 
A.2 1 0 4 33,3% 
A.3 1 0 4 33,3% 
Total 3 0 12 100% 
Score A =                  
(A.1+A.2+A.3)/3 
 0 4  
Specific Disclosures on Management Approach                                                                              50% 
B 1 0 4  
Total 1 0 4 100% 
Score B = B  0 4  
Score C =  
(Score A+Score B)/2 
 0 4  
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Appendix II: Content of Material Aspects 
 
1. Economic Perfornance: 
 Direct economic value generated and distributed 
 Financial implications and other risks and opportunities due to climate change 
 Defined benefit plan obligations and other retirement plans 
 Financial assistance received from government 
2. Market Share: 
 Total number of passengers annually, broken down by passengers on 
international and domestic flights, and broken down by origin-and-destination 
and transfer passengers, including transit passengers  
 Total annual number of aircraft movements by day and by night, broken down 
by commercial passenger, commercial cargo, general aviation, and state 
aviation flights  
 Total amount of cargo tonnage 
 Destinations and markets served  
3. Indirect Economic Impacts/Value Creation: 
 Infrastructure investments and services supported 
 Significant indirect economic impacts 
4. Procurement Practices: 
 Responsible Procurement Practices  
 Supply Chain Management 
5. Anti-Corruption: 
 Operations assessed for risks related to corruption 
 Communication and training about anti-corruption policies and procedures 
 Confirmed incidents of corruption and actions taken 
6. Anti-Competitive Behavior: 
 Legal actions for anti-competitive behavior, anti-trust, and monopoly practices 
7. Materials: 
 Materials used by weight or volume 
 Recycled input materials used 
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 Reclaimed products and their packaging materials 
 Resources Management 
8. Energy Management: 
 Energy consumption within the organization 
 Energy consumption outside of the Organization 
 Energy intensity 
 Reduction of energy consumption 
 Reductions in energy requirements of products and services 
9. Water Management: 
 Water withdrawal by source 
 Water sources significantly affected by withdrawal of water 
 Water recycled and reused 
 Urban run-off management 
10. Biodiversity: 
 Operational sites owned, leased, managed in, or adjacent to, protected areas 
and areas of high biodiversity value outside protected areas 
 Significant impacts of activities, products, and services on biodiversity 
 Habitats protected or restored 
 IUCN Red List species and national conservation list species with habitats in 
areas affected by operations 
11. Noise Management: 
 Noise targets or limits applicable to the airport  
 Noise measurement and monitoring system  
 Mix of aircraft by noise classification 
 Operational measures to minimize noise impact 
 Flight restrictions   
 Compensation and noise protection schemes offered by the airport  
12. Air Quality, Air Emissions and Climate Change (GWP): 
 Direct (Scope 1) GHG emissions 
 Energy indirect (Scope 2) GHG emissions 
 Other indirect (Scope 3) GHG emissions 
 GHG emissions intensity 
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 Reduction of GHG emissions 
 Emissions of ozone-depleting substances (ODS) 
 Nitrogen oxides (NOX), sulfur oxides (SOX), and other significant air emissions 
13. Effluents and Waste Management: 
 Water discharge by quality and destination  
 Waste by type and management or disposal method  
 Significant spills  
 Transport of hazardous waste  
 Water bodies affected by water discharges and/or runoff 
14. Environmental Compliance: 
 Compliance and non-compliance with environmental laws and regulations 
15. Supplier Environmental Assessment: 
 New suppliers that were screened using environmental criteria  
 Negative environmental impacts in the supply chain and actions taken 
16. Employment: 
 New employee hires and employee turnover  
 Benefits provided to full-time employees that are not provided to temporary or 
part-time employees  
 Parental leave 
17. Labor/Management Relations: 
 Minimum notice periods regarding operational changes 
18. Occupational Health and Safety: 
 Workers representation in formal joint management–worker health and safety 
committees 
 Types of injury and rates of injury, occupational diseases, lost days, and 
absenteeism, and number of work-related fatalities 
 Workers with high incidence or high risk of diseases related to their occupation 
 Health and safety topics covered in formal agreements with trade unions 
19. Training and Education: 
 Average hours of training per year per employee  
 Programs for upgrading employee skills and transition assistance programs  
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 Percentage of employees receiving regular performance and career 
development reviews 
20. Supplier Social Assessment for Labor Practices: 
 New suppliers that were screened using social criteria 
 Negative social impacts in the supply chain and actions taken 
21. Diversity and Equal Opportunity: 
 Diversity of governance bodies and employees 
 Ratio of basic salary and remuneration of women to men 
22. Non-discrimination: 
 Incidents of discrimination and corrective actions taken 
23. Freedom of Association and Collective Bargaining: 
 Operations and suppliers in which the right to freedom of association and 
collective bargaining may be at risk 
24. Child Labor: 
 Operations and suppliers at significant risk for incidents of child labor 
25. Forced or Compulsory Labor: 
 Operations and suppliers at significant risk for incidents of forced or 
compulsory labor 
26. Security Practices: 
 Security personnel trained in customers’ health/safety and human rights 
policies or procedures 
27. Rights of Indigenous People: 
 Incidents of violations involving rights of indigenous peoples 
28. Local Communities: 
 Operations with local community engagement, impact assessments, and 
development programs 
 Operations with significant actual and potential negative impacts on local 
communities 
29. Public Policy: 
 Political contributions 
30. Social Operations and Contribution: 
 Sponshorsip and giving to society 
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31. Customer Health and Safety: 
 Assessment of the health and safety impacts of product and service categories 
 Incidents of non-compliance concerning the health and safety impacts of 
products and services 
32. Marketing and Labeling: 
 Requirements for product and service information and labeling 
 Incidents of non-compliance concerning product and service information and 
labeling 
 Incidents of non-compliance concerning marketing communications 
33. Customer Privacy: 
 Substantiated complaints concerning breaches of customer privacy and losses 
of customer data 
34. Socioeconomic Compliance: 
 Compliance or on-compliance with laws and regulations in the social and 
economic area 
35. Transparency: 
 Transparent operations 
 External assurance 
36. Innovation and Technology: 
 Research and Technology 
 Inovative initiatives 
37. Accessibility, Ground Transport and Intermodality: 
 Modes of ground transportation of passengers, staff, visitors and suppliers within, to 
and from the airport 
 Initiatives to improve energy efficiency and reduce emissions (such as public transport 
and measures to promote the efficient use of private transportation) 
38. Customer Satisfaction: 
 Customers’ satisfaction derived from products and services provided 
39. Infrastructure Development: 
 Expansion of infrastructure to ensure business continuity and preparedness 
40. Service Quality: 
 Quality of products and services provided 
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41. Strategy: 
 Corporate strategy concerning key impacts, risks, and opportunities 
42. Governance: 
 Governance structure, composition of the highest governance body and its 
committees 
 Delegating authority 
 Executive-level responsibility for economic, environmental, and social topics 
 Consulting stakeholders on economic, environmental, and social topics 
  
 Purposes, values, and strategy 
 Highest governance body’s economic, environmental and social impacts 
 Effectiveness of risk management processes 
 Highest governance body’s role in sustainability reporting 
 Nature and total number of critical concerns 
 Remuneration policies, process for determining remuneration, annual total 
compensation ratio, percentage increase in annual total compensation ratio 
43. Ethics and Integrity: 
 Values, principles, standards, and norms of behavior 
 Mechanisms for advice and concerns about ethics 
44. Stakeholder Engagement: 
 Identification and stakeholder groups engagement 
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